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Abbreviations  and  Acronyms 


Reader  note:  Refer  to  the  list  below  for 
abbreviations  or  acronyms  that  may  have 
been  used  in  this  chapter. 

ACEC  ~  area  of  critical  environmental 
concern 

ADC  ~  animal  damage  control 
AML  ~  appropriate  management  level 
AMP  ~  allotment  management  plan 
AMR  ~  appropriate  management 
response 

APHIS  ~  Agricultural  Plant  and  Animal 
Health  Inspection  Service 
ARA  ~  Andrews  Resource  Area 
ATV  ~  all-terrain  vehicle 
AUM  ~  animal  unit  month 
BA  ~  biological  assessment 
BIA  ~  Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs 
BLM  ~  Bureau  of  Land  Management 
BMP  ~  best  management  practice 
BO  ~  biological  opinion 
BOM  ~  Bureau  of  Mines 
BOR  ~  Bureau  of  Reclamation 
BPA  ~  Bonneville  Power  Administration 
CERCLIS  ~  comprehensive  environmen¬ 
tal  response.  Compensation  and  Liability 
Information  System 
CEQ  ~  Council  on  Environmental 
Quality 

CFR  ~  “Code  of  Federal  Regulations” 
CLCAS  -  “Canada  Lynx  Conservation 
Assessment  and  Strategy” 

CRMP  ~  “Cultural  Resources  Manage¬ 
ment  Plan” 

CWA  -  “Clean  Water  Act” 

DLCD  ~  Department  of  Land  Conserva¬ 
tion  and  Development 
DOD  ~  Department  of  Defense 
DOE  ~  Department  of  Energy 
DOGAMI  ~  Oregon  Department  of 
Geology  and 
Mineral  Industries 
DOI  ~  Department  of  the  Interior 
DPC  ~  desired  plant  community 
DRFC  ~  desired  range  of  future  condi¬ 
tions 

EA  ~  environmental  assessment 
EIS  ~  environmental  impact  statement 
EPA  ~  Environmental  Protection  Agency 
ER  ~  entrenchment  ratio 
ERMA  ~  extensive  recreation  manage¬ 
ment  area  ERU  ~  ecological  reporting 
unit 

ESA  ~  “Endangered  Species  Act” 

ESI  ~  ecological  site  inventory 

E/EIS  ~  “Eastside  Environmental  Impact 

Statement” 

FAA  ~  Federal  Aviation  Administration 
FERC  ~  Federal  Energy  Regulatory 
Commission 

FLPMA  ~  "Federal  Land  Policy  and 
Management  Act” 

FMP  ~  fire  management  plan 
FWFMP  ~  “Federal  Wildland  Fire 
Management  Policy” 

GIS  ~  geographic  information  system 


GMA  ~  geographic  management  area 
GTR  ~  green  tree  replacement 
HA  ~  herd  area 

HMA  ~  herd  management  area 
HMP  ~  habitat  management  plan 
HUC  ~  hydrologic  unit  code 
ICBEMP  ~  Interior  Columbia  Basin 
Ecosystem  Management  Project 
IMP  ~  “Interim  Management  Policy”  ' 
IMPLWR  ~  “Interim  Management  Policy 
for  Land  under  Wilderness  Review” 
INFISH  ~  “Inland  Native  Fish  Strategy” 
JRA  ~  Jordan  Resource  Area 
KGRA  ~  known  geothermic  resource 
area 

LCDC  ~  Land  Conservation  and 
Development  Commission 
LGMP  ~  "Leslie  Gulch  ACEC  Manage¬ 
ment  Plan" 

MFP  ~  management  framework  plan 
MOU  ~  memorandum  of  understanding 
MRA  ~  Malheur  Resource  Area 
NCA  ~  national  conservation  area 
NEPA  ~  “National  Environmental  Policy 
Act” 

NHOT  -  National  Historic  Oregon  Trail 
NHPA  ~  “National  Historic  Preservation 
Act” 

NL  ~  no  leasing 

NOAA  ~  National  Oceanographic  and 
Atmospheric  Administration 
NPS  ~  National  Park  Service 
NPSP  ~  nonpoint  source  pollution 
NRCS  ~  Natural  Resources  Conservation 
Service 

NRHP  ~  National  Register  of  Historic 
Places 

NSO  ~  no  surface  occupancy 
NWSR  ~  national  wild  and  scenic  river 
NWSRA  ~  “National  Wild  and  Scenic 
River  Act” 

NWSRS  ~  National  Wild  and  Scenic 
River  System 

OAR  ~  “Oregon  Administrative  Rules” 
OBSMP  ~  “Oregon’s  Bighorn  Sheep 
Management  Plan” 

ODA  ~  Oregon  Department  of  Agricul¬ 
ture 

ODEQ  ~  Oregon  Department  of  Environ¬ 
mental  Quality 

ODF  ~  Oregon  Department  of  Forestry 
ODFW  ~  Oregon  Department  of  Fish  and 
Wildlife 

ODOT  ~  Oregon  Department  of  Trans¬ 
portation 

ODPR  ~  Oregon  Department  of  Parks 
and  Recreation 

ODSL  ~  Oregon  Division  of  State  Lands 
OHV  ~  off-highway  vehicle 
ONA  ~  outstanding  natural  area 
ONHP  ~  Oregon  Natural  Heritage 
Program 

ONHTMP  ~  “Vale  District  Oregon 
National  Historic  Trail  Management 
Plan” 

ORS  ~  “Oregon  Revised  Statute” 


ORV  ~  outstandingly  remarkable  value 
OWFEIS  ~  “Oregon  Wilderness  Final 
Environmental  Impact  Statement” 

OWS  ~  occupancy  with  stipulations 
PFC  ~  proper  functioning  condition 
PILT  ~  payments  in  lieu  of  taxes 
PNC  ~  potential  natural  community 
PP&L  ~  Pacific  Power  and  Light 
PSEORMP/FEIS  ~  “Proposed  Southeast¬ 
ern  Oregon  Resource  Management  Plan / 
Final  Environmental  Impact  Statement” 
PRIA  ~  “Public  Rangelands  Improvement 
Act” 

PUC  ~  Public  Utilities  Commission 
RAIDS  ~  riparian  aquatic  information 
data  system 

RAWS  ~  remote  automated  weather 
station 

RCA  ~  riparian  conservation  area 
RMO  ~  riparian  management  objective 
RMP  ~  resource  management  plan 
RNA  ~  research  natural  area 
ROD  ~  record  of  decision 
ROS  ~  recreation  opportunity  spectrum 
RPS  ~  rangeland  program  summary 
RS  ~  “Revised  Statutes” 

R&PP  ~  recreation  and  public  purpose 
SCORP  ~  Oregon’s  “Statewide  Compre¬ 
hensive  Outdoor  Recreation  Plan” 
SEORAC  -  Southeastern  Oregon 
Resource  Advisory  Council 
SEORMP  ~  “Southeastern  Oregon 
Resource  Management  Plan” 

SHPO  ~  State  Historic  Preservation 
Office 

SMA  ~  special  management  area 
SMCMPA  ~  Steens  Mountain  Coopera¬ 
tive  Management  and  Protective  Area 
SRMA  ~  special  recreation  management 
area 

SRP  ~  special  recreation  permit 
S&G’s  ~  “Standards  of  Rangeland  Health 
and  Guidelines  for  Livestock  Grazing 
Management” 

TGA  ~  “The  Taylor  Grazing  Act” 

TMDL  ~  total  maximum  daily  load 

TNC  ~  The  Nature  Conservancy 

TNR  ~  temporary  nonrenewable  grazing 

T&E  ~  threatened  and  endangered 

USDA  ~  U.S.  Department  of  Agriculture 

USDI  ~  U.S.  Department  of  the  Interior 

USFS  ~  U.S.  Forest  Service 

USFWS  ~  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service 

USGS  ~  U.S.  Geological  Survey 

VRM  ~  visual  resource  management 

WAFWA  ~  Western  Association  of  Fish 

and  Wildlife  Agencies 

WFSA  ~  wildland  fire  situation  analysis 

WRCS  ~  “Western  Regional  Corridor 

Study” 

WSA  ~  wilderness  study  area 
WSRO  ~  “Wilderness  Study  Report, 
Oregon” 

WQMP  ~  “Water  Quality  Management 
Plan” 

WQRP  ~  water  quality  restoration  plan 
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Comment  Responses 

Introduction 


In  October  1998,  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  (BLM)  opened  a  120-day  comment 
period  to  allow  public  evaluation  of  the  Draft  Southeastern  Oregon  Resource  Management 
Plan/Environmental  Impact  Statement  (SEORMP/EIS).  At  the  request  of  BLM,  all  public 
comments  were  received  in  writing— 266  letters  through  conventional  and  electronic  mail, 

14  of  which  were  received  after  the  deadline,  but  were  included  in  the  content  analysis.  A 
team  of  staff,  most  of  whom  were  not  involved  with  the  Draft  SEORMP/EIS,  consolidated 
the  comments  from  the  266  letters  received  into  a  “Summary  of  Public  Comments”  report. 
The  purpose  of  this  analysis  was  to  objectively  identify  and  display  the  nature  and  extent  of 
the  public  input  received  on  the  draft  plan.  The  report  summarized  opinions  and  supporting 
reasons  contained  in  the  public  input  and  how  they  differed  according  to  other  variables  that 
may  be  important,  such  as  respondent’s  affiliation,  place  of  residence,  or  other  factors.  This 
report  was  made  available  upon  request  in  April,  1999. 

The  SEORMP  Interdisciplinary  Team  used  the  “Summary  of  Public  Comments”  report  as  a 
template  to  respond  to  substantive  comments.  Comments  on  like  issues  were  summarized 
and  paraphrased  by  the  team;  however,  each  specialist  also  read  each  letter  to  better  define 
the  context  surrounding  the  comments.  All  letters  received  are  displayed  following  the 
agency’s  response  to  specific  comments,  and  have  been  assigned  an  identification  number  in 
the  upper  right  hand  corner.  These  identification  numbers  also  appear  in  each  section  of  the 
comment  analysis  to  indicate  where  the  comments  came  from.  Each  section  also  identifies 
opinion  or  preference  comments  that  are  important  but  that  do  not  lend  themselves  to  a 
specific  response.  These  opinions  were  considered,  however,  while  preparing  the 
PSEORMP/FEIS.  Numbers  of  comments  are  presented  in  both  Inputs  (I)  and  Signatures  (S): 
for  example;  if  three  people  signed  one  letter  the  tally  would  be  1=1  and  S=3.  Each  comment 
and  response  is  also  numbered  for  easy  reference.  Some  letters  were  official  positions  of 
governments,  groups,  companies,  or  organizations  who  represented  a  large  constituency.  A 
summary  of  public  comments,  as  well  as  changes  made  to  the  plan  as  a  result  of  those 
comments,  is  included  in  the  beginning  of  Chapter  3. 

Comments  Regarding  Andrews  Resource  Area 

In  October  2000,  the  “Steens  Mountain  Cooperative  Management  and  Protective  Act”  (H.R. 
4828)  was  signed  by  President  Clinton.  This  legislation  created  far  different  management  for 
the  Andrews  Resource  Area  (ARA)  than  the  Draft  SEORMP/EIS  had  analyzed.  Therefore,  it 
was  determined  that  the  ARA  should  be  extracted  from  the  PSEORMP/FEIS. 

All  of  the  letters  commenting  on  the  Draft  SEORMP/EIS  are  published;  however,  since  the 
ARA  has  been  removed  from  the  plan,  the  comments  specific  to  the  ARA  do  not  have  a 
written  response.  Some  comments  are  inclusive  of  ARA,  or  allude  to  all  three  resource 
areas,  and  have  been  responded  to.  All  comments  regarding  ARA  will  be  carried  forward  to 
the  scoping  process  for  the  “ Steens  Mountains/Andrews  Resource  Area  Resource  Man¬ 
agement  Plan.  ” 
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Comment  Responses 


Plan  Format 


No.  I  S 

1  1  1  Comment:  Table  of  Contents  and  body  of  report  are  not  properly  marked 

with  section  number. 

Response:  This  has  been  corrected  in  the  final  plan. 


Opinions  or  Preferences 

1  1  Suggest  that  goals  on  Page  3-1  be  included  in  Purpose  and  Need  section. 

1  1  A  chapter  for  each  resource  would  make  the  document  easier  to  read. 

1  1  Page  headings  should  include  the  topic  discussed  on  that  page. 


LETTER  NUMBER:  004.240,241 


Alternatives  in  General 

No.  I  S 

2  146  155  Comment:  Commentors  favor  strengthened  Alternative  D  that  more 

greatly  restricts  or  excludes  livestock  grazing. 

Reasons: 

because  livestock  should  be  excluded  from  riparian  areas 
because  livestock  should  be  excluded  from  fish  and  wildlife  habitat; 

because  livestock  should  be  excluded  from  national  wild  and  scenic 
rivers(NWSR’s); 

because  livestock  should  be  excluded  from  grazing  allotments  in  fair 
and  poor  condition; 

because  livestock  should  be  excluded  from  wilderness  study  areas 
(WSA’s); 

and  because  livestock  should  be  excluded  from  areas  of  critical  environ¬ 
mental  concern  (AC EC's). 

Response:  Alternative  D2  was  added  to  the  analysis  to  cover  most  of  the 
recommended  exclusion  areas.  Alternative  D2  does  not  include  livestock 
exclusion  from  allotments  in  fair  to  poor  condition  or  from  WSA’s  because 
we  felt  this  would  move  Alternative  D2  too  close  Alternative  E.  When 
livestock  are  found  to  cause  degradation  of  resource  conditions  in  WSA’s, 
rangelands  in  poor  or  fair  condition  or  anywhere  else,  management  is 
changed  to  correct  and  reverse  the  degradation  which  could  include 
exclusion. 


3  Comment: 

57  62  •  Commentors  said  that  BLM  should  reject  Alternative  C. 

Reasons: 

fails  to  reduce  grazing  when  damage  occurs; 

Does  not  protect  sensitive  fish  and  wildlife  habitat  and  habitat  diversity; 
fails  to  designate  enough  NWSR  miles; 

fails  to  stop  grazing  on  Donner  and  Blitzen  and  Owyhee  NWSR's; 
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does  not  adequately  reduce  livestock  grazing  on  Steens  Mountain; 

does  not  protect  riparian; 

allows  to  much  off-highway  vehicle  (OHV)  use; 

relies  on  adaptive  management; 

fails  to  change  current  conditions  and  management  practices  enough 
even  though  public  lands  are  not  adequately  protected/restored; 

fails  to  stop  livestock  grazing  when  scientists  recommend  otherwise; 

fails  to  describe  activities  allowed  in  Steens  National  Conservation  Area 
( NCA ); 

because  it  puts  livestock  industry  over  public  concerns  and  land  health; 
fails  to  stop  grazing  in  WSA ’s; 

fails  to  consider  ecosystem-based  management  principles; 

fails  to  discontinue  grazing  in  AC  EC’s; 

needs  stronger  standards  and  guidelines  and  monitoring; 

high  desert  lands  are  too  fragile; 

fails  to  reduce  suppression  of  wildfire; 

seriously  degrades  ecosystem; 

increases  spread  of  weeds  through  OHV  use;  and 

alternative  is  too  similar  to  Alternatives  A  and  B;  Southeastern  Oregon 
Resource  Advisory  Council  (SEORAC)  could  not  choose;  prefers  to 
address  individually  and  failed  to  reach  a  consensus. 

31  32  •  Commentors  favor  Alternative  D. 

Reasons: 

allows  for  livestock  grazing  reductions; 
adds  NWSR’s; 

adds  ACEC’s  and  research  natural  areas  (RNA’s); 

emphasizes  low  impact  recreation; 

deemphasizes  fire  suppression; 

better  for  stream/riparian  which  need  protection; 

more  closely  embraces  ecosystem-based  management; 

restores/closes  recreation  sites; 

helps  land  to  recover  from  past  degradation; 

less  alteration  of  vegetation; 

best  compromise  between  livestock  industry  and  other  resources; 

better  for  nongame  wildlife; 

better  for  hunting,  fishing,  and  other  publics; 

better  protects  scenic  values;  and 

reduce  grazing  on  Alvord  Desert  and  Steens  Mountain. 

3  3*  Reject  Alternative  A. 

Reasons: 

does  not  adequately  protect  public  land  resources; 
is  not  a  realistic  alternative;  and 

outside  law  on  the  “Endangered  Species  Act’’  (ESA)  and  “ Wilderness 
Act.  ” 


3 


Proposed  Southeastern  Oregon  Resource  Management  Plan  and  Final  EIS 


2  2 

•  Reject  Alternative  B. 

Reasons: 

does  not  adequately  protect  public  land  resources;  and 
allows  too  much  livestock  grazing. 

1  1 

•  Support  Alternative  E. 

Reasons: 

opposes  abuses  of  public  land  resources.  % 

1  1 

•  Reject  Alternative  E. 

Reasons: 

Is  not  a  realistic  alternative; 

too  little  intervention  can  damage  environment; 

too  unresponsive  to  the  need  of  land; 

too  unresponsive  to  the  needs  of  public; 

some  livestock  grazing  is  good;  and 

does  not  allow  prescribed  burns. 

1  1 

•  Support  Alternative  A. 

Reasons: 

supports  liberty  and  welfare  of  country. 

5  5 

•  Alternatives  are  inadequate. 

Reasons: 

not  enough  range  of  alternatives; 

will  lead  to  demise  of  southeastern  Oregon  desert  lands; 
needs  to  explore  severe  cuts  in  grazing; 

Alternative  A  has  no  counter  balance;  and 

need  restoration  before  Alternative  D  can  be  implemented. 

Response:  Commentors  liked  or  disliked  the  specific  alternatives  for 
various  reasons.  Alternative  D2  was  added  and  Alternative  E  was  made 
more  realistic  to  provide  greater  variety  of  potential  management  direction 
toward  limiting  commodity  uses.  The  Proposed  RMP  represents  a  mix  of 
the  alternatives  that  prescribes  public  land  management  in  a  manner  that 
best  meets  the  needs  of  the  greatest  number  of  public  land  users. 

4  22  23 

Comment:  Manage  the  land  for  everyone,  not  just  ranchers. 

Response:  The  Proposed  RMP  is  primarily  a  mix  of  Alternatives  C  and  D. 
Ranchers  would  have  benefitted  most  from  selection  of  Alternative  A. 

5  2  2 

Comment:  Need  increased  monitoring  and  enforcement  of  livestock 
grazing  on  Steens  Mountain. 

Response:  Refer  to  Comments  Regarding  Andrews  Resource  Area  on 
page  1. 

6  3  8 

Comment:  BLM  does  not  evaluate  a  reasonable  range  of  alternatives. 
Response:  See  comment  response  2. 
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7  1  1  Comment:  Protect  resources  by  increasing  monitoring. 

Response:  Monitoring  is  an  important  step  in  the  Bureau’s  cyclical 
process  of  public  land  management  as  identified  in  the  Implementation 
Through  Adaptive  Management  section  of  Chapter  3.  Staff  time  dedicated 
to  monitoring  must  be  balanced  with  time  committed  to  planning,  to 
implementation,  and  to  evaluation/assessment  in  order  that  public  land 
management  objectives  can  be  met. 

8  1  1  Comment:  Management  goals  of  BLM  should  parallel  Oregon  Division 

of  State  Lands  (ODSL)  goals. 

Responce:  The  BLM  and  ODSL  have  separate  laws  governing  how  they 
are  to  manage  the  lands  under  their  respective  administrations. 

9  1  1  Comment:  Grazing  impacts  were  not  fully  identified/analyzed. 

Response:  The  format  of  Chapter  4  impacts  analysis  to  each  resource 
value  in  the  draft  and  this  final  document  was  chosen  to  identify  conse¬ 
quences  of  implementing  individual  actions  proposed  in  each  alternative  as 
well  as  consequences  of  implementing  all  actions  in  each  alternative.  As  a 
result,  grazing  impacts  are  not  addressed  in  only  one  portion  of  the 
document  but  would  be  found  throughout  all  sections  of  Chapter  4. 
Cumulative  impacts  of  implementing  all  actions  proposed  within  one 
alternative  are  identified  in  a  Conclusion  section  at  the  end  of  analysis  of 
each  alternative  and  also  in  a  Summary  of  Impacts  section  at  the  end  of 
each  resource  section.  Additionally,  general  effects  of  implementing 
various  intensities  and  seasons  of  grazing  are  identified  in  Appendix  R 
(Effects  of  Intensity  and  Season  of  Grazing).  Similarly,  Appendix  F 
(Wildlife  Habitat  Descriptions  and  Considerations)  identifies  some  of  the 
consequences  of  grazing  management  practices  on  wildlife  habitat. 


101  1  Comment:  Page  3-9:  description  of  alternatives  lacks  sufficient  detail. 

Response:  This  section  introduces  the  body  of  Chapter  3  which  describes 
all  alternative  in  detail. 


Opinions  or  Preferences 

1  1  Support  Alternative  C. 

1  1  Support  Alternative  B. 

1  1  Support  between  Alternatives  B  and  C. 

6  6  Supports  adaptive  management. 


LETTER  NUMBER:  002,  012,  013,  014,  021,  022,  023,  024,  028,  029,  030,  0321,  032,  034,  035,  036,  037, 
038,  040,  041,  042,  044,  045,  046,  046,  047,  049,  050,  051,  053,  054,  055,  056,  057,  058,  059,  060,  061,  062, 

063,  065,  066,  068,  069,  070,  071,  072,  073,  074,  075,  076,  077,  079,  080,  081,  083,  086,  087,  088,  089,  090, 

091,  095,  096,  097,  098,  100,  101,  103,  106,  107,  108,  110,  112,  113,  114,  115,  116,  117,  118,  119,  120,  121, 

122,  123,  125,  126,  128,  129,  130,  131,  132,  133,  134,  135,  136,  137,  140,  141,  142,  143,  144,  145,  146,  147, 

149,  150,  151,  153,  154,  155,  156,  157,  159,  160,  161,  162,  163,  165,  168,  169,  170,  171,  172,  173,  174,  175, 

176,  177,  178,  181,  182,  185,  186,  187,  190,  191,  192,  193,  194,  197,  198,  200,  201,  202,  203,  203,  206,  209, 

210,  211,  212,  213,  214,  215,  216,  223,  224,  236,  241,  242,  243,  244,  245,  254,  255,  256,  258,  259,  260.  261, 

263,  264,  265,  268,  270,  272 
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Miscellaneous  Comments 


This  section  is  subdivided  into  Plan  in  General,  Personal  Responses,  Ecological  and  Natural  Values,  Military 
and  Nonmilitary  Aircraft,  and  Other. 


No.  I 

11  2 


Plan  in  General 

Comment:  Plan  should  be  written  with  long-term  outlook. 

Response:  This  land  use  plan'  is  expected  to  guide  the  management  of  the 
public  land  within  the  planning  area  for  the  next  20  years,  assuming 
relative  consistency  in  the  environmental  laws  being  passed  by  Congress. 


12 


Comment:  BLM  does  not  assess  the  cumulative  effects  on  resources  of 
maintaining  existing  grazing  levels. 

Response:  The  format  for  analysis  of  grazing  impacts,  as  all  impacts,  is 
identified  in  comment  response  9.  Cumulative  impacts  were  strengthened 
in  the  final  document. 


13  1  6  Comment:  The  plan  fails  to  appropriately  evaluate  reasonably  foreseeable 

adverse  effects. 

Response:  Chapter  4  identifies  the  expected  adverse  effects  from  the 
prescribed  management  actions. 


14  1  6  Comment:  The  plan  fails  to  describe  the  6.3  million  acres  of  planning 

area. 

Response:  Chapter  2  describes  the  present  environment  and  the  various 
environmental  conditions  within  the  planning  area.  Also,  refer  to  Com¬ 
ments  Regarding  Andrews  Resource  Area  on  page  1 . 

15  1  6  Comment:  The  plan  fails  to  discuss  the  major  causes  of  degradation. 

Response:  Adverse  impacts  as  described  in  Chapter  4  are  the  major  causes 
of  degradation. 


16  1  6  Comment:  The  plan  provides  no  monitoring  data  to  support  any  of  its 

assertions. 

Reasons: 

monitoring  is  not  a  funding  priority;  and 

managers  do  not  know  how  to  put  monitoring  plan  together. 

Response:  Summaries  and  interpretation  of  monitoring  data  are  provided 
throughout  the  document  to  identify  condition  and  trend  of  various 
resources.  Additional  data  provided  through  scheduled  monitoring  would 
be  used  in  the  adaptive  management  process  described  in  Chapter  3  to 
implement  appropriate  resource  management  on  a  site-specific  basis  within 
GMA’s. 


Comment:  A  comparison  document  should  be  developed  to  show  changes 
from  current  status  to  the  Draft  SEORMP/EIS. 

Response:  Chapter  2  describes  the  existing  situation  and  Alternative  B, 
which  is  the  current  status  of  management  for  the  planning  area,  is 
compared  to  the  other  alternatives  in  Chapters  3  and  4. 
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Comment  Responses  and  Reprinted  Letters 


18  1  1  Comment:  Page  3-74:  Monitoring  approach  fails  to  reflect  a  strategy  for 

evaluating  the  objectives  on  the  whole  planning  area;  does  not  ensure 
consistent  evaluation,  is  not  predictable  or  systematic,  has  no  clearly 
defined  reporting  mechanisms. 

Response:  Appendix  W  (Monitoring)  has  been  added  to  the  plan  which 
better  reflects  the  monitoring  approach  following  plan  implementation. 

19  1  1  Comment:  The  final  plan  should  include  a  statement  explaining  people’s 

concerns  during  scoping. 

Response:  Chapter  1  of  the  Draft  SEORMP/EIS  and  the  PSEORMP/FEIS 
discuss  public  participation  and  the  various  scoping  issues  the  BLM  was 
asked  to  address  by  the  public. 

20  1  1  Comment:  The  document  does  not  address  positive  livestock  manage¬ 

ment  already  implemented. 

Response:  Although  successful  management  may  not  be  described  by 
allotment,  there  are  condition  and  trend  tables  at  various  locations  in  the 
document  that  indicate  the  favorable  conditions  and  positive  responses  to 
management  that  is  currently  occurring  over  most  of  the  planning  area. 

21  1  1  Comment:  The  plan  should  be  an  adjustment  of  existing,  successful 

programs. 

Response:  People  have  different  opinions  of  success.  The  Proposed  RMP 
of  the  PSEORMP/FEIS  presents  management  actions  aimed  at  meeting 
natural  resource  and  societal  needs.  Building  upon  successful  management 
is  the  intent  of  adaptive  management  as  additional  information  becomes 
available  as  identified  in  Chapter  3. 

22  1  1  Comment:  The  BLM  needs  to  show  they  are  meeting  legal  mandates. 

Response:  Laws  governing  public  land  management  are  the  basis  of  the 
management  proposals  in  this  plan.  The  BLM  believes  the  plan  is  consis¬ 
tent  with  the  legal  mandates  directing  the  agency. 

23  1  1  Comment:  There  was  a  lack  of  clear-cut  proposals  in  the  plan. 

Response:  Although  the  Draft  SEORMP/EIS  lacks  specificity  in  some 
areas,  site-specific  activity  plans  do  currently  exist  across  the  planning 
area.  Part  of  adaptive  management  is  to  assure  that  the  existing  and  future 
activity  plans  are  consistent  with  the  SEORMP.  The  variability  of  the 
resource  values  across  the  planning  area  makes  it  almost  impossible  to 
prescribe  site-specific  management  actions  for  all  locations  in  one  planning 
document. 

24  1  1  Comment:  It  would  be  useful  to  have  the  following  definitions  in  the 

document:  sensitive  resources,  acceptable  limits,  caves,  desirable  intro¬ 
duced  plant  species. 

Response:  Definitions  for  caves  and  limits  of  acceptable  change  have 
been  added  to  the  Glossary. 

25  1  1  Comment:  There  is  offered  only  a  limited  ability  to  choose  between 

alternatives. 
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Response:  Since  publication  of  the  draft,  Alternative  D2  has  been  added 
and  Alternative  E  has  been  made  more  realistic  which  has  improved  the 
range  of  the  alternatives.  Also,  management  actions  can  be  chosen  from 
more  than  one  alternative  and  were  combined  to  formulate  the  Proposed 
RMP. 

26  1  1  Comment:  It  is  difficult  to  follow  the  draft  when  reference  material  is 

mentioned  but  not  included  in  the  document. 

Response:  The  BLM  uses  technical  manuals  and^other  forms  of  guidance 
in  prescribing  and  implementing  management  actions.  The  reference 
material  is  available  by  request,  but  is  too  expansive  to  incorporate  into  the 
document. 

1  1  Comment:  Objectives  must  be  quantifiable,  measurable,  and  reasonable. 

Response:  There  are  approved  quantifiable  methodologies  for  measuring 
the  success  of  meeting  the  objectives  of  this  plan.  The  various  monitoring 
methodologies  are  available  upon  request. 

1  1  Comment:  Objects  to  reliance  of  Interior  Columbia  Basin  Ecosystem 

Management  Project  (ICEBMP)  scientific  assessments. 

Response:  NEPA  regulations  require  incorporation  of  significant  new 
information  bearing  on  the  proposed  action  or  its  impacts,  and  the  intent  of 
the  adaptive  management  process  is  to  rely  on  the  best  scientific  informa¬ 
tion  available.  The  1996  “Integrated  Scientific  Assessment  for  Ecosystem 
Management  in  the  Interior  Columbia  Basin”  (ICBEMP  ISA)  used  existing 
science  documentation,  as  well  as  new  information,  to  meet  the  needs 
identified.  Therefore,  even  though  the  ICBEMP  Final  EIS  plan  is  not  final, 
the  background  science  is  valid  and  must  be  used  in  new  planning  and 
analysis  efforts. 

29  1  1  Comment:  Object  to  reliance  on  policies  which  are  not  law. 

Response:  Policies  are  developed  as  interpretation  of  what  the  BLM 
needs  to  do  to  be  compliant  with  the  laws. 

30  1  1  Comment:  There  was  a  failure  to  include  information  from  Idaho  Water¬ 

sheds  Project  during  scoping. 

Response:  Appendix  A  (Scoping  Comments)  has  been  amended  to  include 
additional  scoping  comments.  Some  of  the  scoping  comments  were  not 
included  in  the  lists  in  Appendix  A,  but  we  tried  to  include  all  pertinent 
comments  in  the  body  of  the  document. 

31  1  1  Comment:  Request  a  supplemental  plan  that  better  characterizes  the 

environment  and  has  a  new  range  of  alternatives. 

Response:  Current  condition  and  trend  and  PFC  information  have  been 
added  to  Appendix  E,  Allotment  Summaries,  to  better  describe  the  existing 
environment.  Alternative  D2  has  also  been  added  and  Alternative  E 
amended  to  expand  the  range  of  possible  management  prescriptions. 
Additional  information  concerning  the  landscape  that  may  become  avail¬ 
able  during  subsequent  subbasin  reviews  or  GMA  assessments  will  be 
incorporated  into  the  landscape  or  activity  level  plans. 


27 


28 
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Comment  Responses  and  Reprinted  Letters 

Comment:  The  Environmental  Protection  Agency  (EPA)  assigned  a  rating 
of  EC-2  to  the  draft  plan. 

Reasons: 

lack  of  clarity  in  management  direction; 

absence  of  monitoring  strategy  to  evaluate  plan  effectiveness; 

lack  of  road  management  element;  and 

further  discussion  needed  on  western  juniper  management  and  nonna¬ 
tive  plant  use. 

Response:  Management  actions  and  associated  monitoring  methodologies 
for  specific  watersheds  or  allotments  would  be  tailored  for  each  particular 
area  and  aimed  at  the  resource  needs  for  each  area.  The  scope  of  the 
SEORMP  does  not  allow  for  this  level  of  specificity.  Appendix  O  (Best 
Management  Practices)  has  over  two  pages  of  road  management  criteria 
that  covers  the  various  design  and  maintenance  needs  of  our  road  system. 
Western  juniper  management  and  nonnative  plant  use  is  also  described  in 
the  Woodland  and  Rangeland  Vegetation  sections  of  Chapter  3. 

Comment:  Difficult  to  assess  if  the  implementation  of  one  resource 
objective  is  compatible  with  implementation  of  another. 

Reasons: 

separate  discussion  of  Rangeland  Vegetation  and  Rangeland/Grazing 
Use; 

statements  about  bighorn  sheep  in  the  wild  horse  objectives. 

Response:  The  SEORMP  is  designed  so  that  all  the  objectives  can  be  met. 
Still,  there  would  be  instances  when  implementing  management  to  help 
meet  one  objective  may  have  adverse  impacts  in  meeting  another.  It  is 
impossible  to  meet  all  the  objectives  on  every  acre  of  public  land  so  the 
BLM  strives  to  combine  the  public’s  desires  with  the  site  potential  of  the 
land  to  come  up  with  the  best  mix  of  management  actions  to  meet  the 
greatest  number  of  objectives. 


Comment:  Cumulative  impacts  of  any  proposed  action  should  be  devel¬ 
oped. 

Response:  We  have  strengthened  the  cumulative  impact  analysis  in  the 
document. 

Comment:  There  is  no  analysis  of  the  management  situation  in  the 
document. 

Response:  The  analysis  of  the  management  situation  is  the  total  collection 
of  information  to  be  analyzed.  It  represents  a  planning  process  step,  and 
was  never  intended  to  be  published,  in  its  entirety,  within  plan/EIS  docu¬ 
ments.  Pertinent  analysis  of  the  management  situation  information  is 
summarized  in  Chapter  2,  with  the  impacts  of  management  actions  for  each 
alternative  in  Chapter  3  analyzed  in  Chapter  4.  Alternative  B  displays  the 
current  management  situation. 


Comment:  Specific  goals  and  objectives  should  be  set  forth  in  section  1. 

Response:  The  objectives  for  each  program  appear  within  the  first  few 
pages  of  the  document.  The  goals  of  the  SEORMP  and  the  Desired  Range 
of  Future  Conditions  for  the  programs  appear  within  the  first  few  pages  of 
Chapter  3. 
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37  1  1  Comment:  The  plan  should  discuss  the  legal  authority  and  implications  of 

tiering  to  a  draft  EIS. 

Response:  Federal  regulations  at  40  CFR  1502.20  encourage  tiering  to 
other  EIS  documents  to  eliminate  repetitive  discussions  of  the  same  issues. 
The  SEORMP/EIS  incorporates  the  science  in  ICBEMP  as  required  by 
NEPA  implementation  regulations  and  analyzes  the  actions  to  the  extent 
that  the  RMP  can  stand  alone  should  ICBEMP  Final  EIS  not  become  final 
before  this  plan  is  final.  ICBEMP  is  expected  to  bring  the  new  science 
information  into  existing  land  use  plans  through  regional  guidance  that  will 
automatically  amend  those  land  use  plans  that  haVe  not  yet  incorporated 
the  information.  Current  planning  efforts  that  are  already  incorporating  the 
science,  such  as  the  SEORMP,  should  require  less  “reconciliation”  effort  to 
bring  the  plan  into  compliance  with  final  regional  guidance. 

38  1  1  Comment:  The  specific  philosophies  for  ICBEMP  Final  EIS  should  be 

enumerated  in  the  plan. 

Reasons: 

to  allow  for  complete  disclosure  and  knowing  review  and  comments. 

Response:  The  specific  philosophies  of  ICBEMP  Final  EIS  were  available 
for  public  review  for  the  draft.  Those  comments  were  instrumental  in  the 
resulting  draft  that  is  presently  out  for  review,  and  the  final  will  also 
receive  public  review.  Also  see  comment  response  37. 

39  Comment:  This  comment  was  a  duplicate  and  deleted. 


1  Comment:  Plan  fails  to  comply  with  “National  Environmental  Policy 
Act"  (NEPA),  “Federal  Land  Policy  and  Management  Act”  (FLPMA), 
“Public  Rangelands  Improvement  Act”  (PRIA),  and  Draft  Eastside  EIS. 

Response:  This  plan  is  in  compliance  with  NEPA,  FLPMA,  and  PRIA  as 
stated  in  Chapter  1,  page  17  of  the  Draft  SEORMP/EIS.  The  plan  is 
consistent  with  ICBEMP  ISA  and  will  be  in  conformance  with  the 
ICBEMP  Final  EIS,  as  the  ICBEMP  Final  EIS  ROD  automatically  amends 
all  land  use  plans  within  the  ICBEMP  Final  EIS  area.  Further,  the 
SEORMP  was  prepared  by  an  interdisciplinary  team  and  reviewed  by  the 
State  office  staff. 


Comment:  Better  scoping  and  outreach  would  lead  to  a  more  accurate 
analysis  of  stakeholders  (including  the  final  plan). 

Response:  There  have  been  numerous  public  meetings  along  with  the 
comment  periods  for  the  draft  and  final  documents.  The  Draft  SEORMP 
was  mailed  to  approximately  525  individuals,  groups,  government  offices, 
and  others.  BLM  received  about  300  comment  letters  on  the  Draft 
SEORMP.  BLM  believes  that  there  was  ample  opportunity  for  people  to 
participate  in  the  process.  Refer  to  Chapter  5,  Public  Involvement. 

Opinions  or  Preferences 

The  document  is  vague,  wordy,  repetitious,  and  gives  no  clear  guidance  or 
direction. 

One  cannot  know  possible  impacts  without  more  detail  and  analysis. 

The  plan  fails  to  describe  how  the  agency  will  manage  the  land  to  achieve 
the  stated  objectives. 
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Comment  Responses  and  Reprinted  Letters 

A  full  analysis  of  specific  goals,  objectives,  strategies  and  actions  must  be 
done. 

The  plan  should  be  adopted  as  proposed. 

Plan  needs  to  be  more  proactive. 

The  way  the  information  was  presented  made  it  difficult  to  bring  the  pieces 
together. 

The  plan  does  not  adequately  describe  the  affected  environment. 

It  is  impossible  to  determine  if  goals  or  objectives  can  be  reasonable  met. 

BLM  bureaucrats,  politicians,  or  special  interest  groups  should  not  be  the 
judge  of  acceptable  impacts. 

Scoping  illustrates  the  lack  of  public  knowledge  about  the  condition  of 
public  land  and  how  the  BLM  protects  the  land. 

The  stated  purpose  of  the  document  is  too  broad. 

Oregon  Department  of  Fish  and  Wildlife  (ODFW)  should  be  listed  with  the 
agencies  providing  comments  on  the  scoping  process. 

Plan  gives  false  and  misleading  information. 

The  respondent’s  specific  scoping  comment  letter  is  not  in  Appendix. 

Table  of  Contents  and  body  of  the  report  are  not  properly  marked  with 
section  number. 

A  more  thorough  review  of  current  literature  is  needed. 

The  public  should  be  given  opportunity  to  analyze  actions  and  meet 
halfway. 

The  goals  for  planning  purposes  should  be  restated  as  management  on  the 
basis  of  “multiple  use  and  sustained  yield.” 

Show  a  more  detailed  description  of  the  landscape  prior  to  the  “Taylor 
Grazing  Act”  (TGA). 

Personal  Response 
Opinions  or  Preferences 

BLM  needs  to  protect  the  lands  and  resources  for  future  generations. 

I  commend  BLM  for  the  detailed  and  thoughtful  analysis. 

Southeast  Oregon  is  beautiful  and  unique. 

We  encourage  BLM  to  consider  private  landowners,  cattle  ranches,  and 
Harney  County  when  finalizing  the  plan. 

We  commend  the  BLM  for  recognition  of  Steens  Mountain  as  a  place  of 
significant  value  to  the  American  public. 

We  support  BLM  in  its  efforts  to  manage  Steens  Mountain  for  it  wilderness 
and  recreational  values. 

We  appreciate  the  outstanding  maps  that  accompanied  the  document. 

Respondent  feels  he  is  active  in  public  land  concerns  and  his  comments 
should  be  considered  in  the  plan. 

Respondent  included  2  letters  indicating  his  concern  for  public  resource 
lands. 

Have  found  the  Burns  District  Office  to  be  helpful  and  responsive. 

Great  efforts  were  made  to  identify  stakeholders  in  building  this  plan. 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  participate  in  the  review  of  the  Draft 
SEORMP/EIS. 
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44 


45 


1  Thanks  for  the  high  level  of  public  service  you  and  your  staff  provide. 

1  The  BLM  needs  to  do  a  better  job  of  showing  good  things  done  since  the 
TGA. 

1  For  clarification:  the  comment  letter  is  from  “Oregon  Chapter  of  the 
Wildlife  Society.” 

1  I  compliment  you  for  the  courage  to  recognize  the  impacts  of  cattle  as  well 
as  other  resource  uses. 

1  Appreciates  the  discussion  of  “Catlow  Conservation  Agreement.” 

>  » 

Ecological  and  Natural  Values 

6  Comment:  There  are  no  numerical,  objective  standards  for  management 
of  rangeland,  fire,  soils,  and  other  resources. 

Response:  The  numerical  standards  for  meeting  the  objectives  for  these 
programs  are  included  in  the  specific  monitoring  methodologies.  Also  see 
comment  response  23. 

1  Comment:  Desirable  vegetation  is  opinion:  use  ecological  condition. 

Response:  Though  attainment  of  late  or  potential  natural  community 
(PNC)  vegetation  communities  was  often  the  primary  vegetation  manage¬ 
ment  objective  in  previous  planning  documents,  that  objective  is  occasion¬ 
ally  not  consistent  with  providing  desired  values  and  products  to  our 
publics  today  and  in  the  future.  This  land  use  planning  document  recog¬ 
nizes  the  values  of  some  early-  and  mid-seral  vegetation  communities  in 
providing  some  wildlife  habitats,  in  making  available  livestock  forage 
within  nonnative  seedings,  and  for  other  values.  It  also  recognizes  the 
consequences  of  natural  disturbances  and  state  and  transition  models  of 
vegetation  succession  which  hold  vegetation  communities  at  less  that  PNC. 
Management,  even  where  desired  conditions  are  less  than  PNC,  would  be 
consistent  with  attainment  of  1997  “Standards  of  Rangeland  Health  and 
Guidelines  for  Livestock  Grazing  Management”  (S&G’s).  In  most 
instances,  the  desired  range  of  future  conditions  (DRFC's)  identified  in  this 
planning  document  are  synonymous  with  past  objectives  to  attain  late  to 
PNC  vegetation  communities. 

1  Comment:  Use  of  landscape  level  is  ambiguous. 

Response:  Managing  at  the  landscape  level  is  intended  to  portray  broad- 
scale  opportunities.  Some  objectives  would  not  be  met  in  localized  areas  if 
land  use  decisions  are  based  on  impacts  at  the  landscape  level.  Although 
somewhat  ambiguous,  the  term  reflects  a  relatively  large  management  unit 
when  compared  to  mid-  and  fine-scale  management  units. 

1  Comment:  ACEC  designations  do  not  always  protect  natural  values  of 
sites. 

Response:  It  is  the  intent  of  ACEC  designation  to  provide  management 
for  relevant  and  important  values  identified  for  the  specific  area.  Protec¬ 
tion  would  be  provided  for  natural  values  where  they  are  identified  as 
relevant  and  important  values. 
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46  1 


47  2 


2 

1 

1 

1 

13 

2 

2 

1 


48  5 


Comment  Responses  and  Reprinted  Letters 

1  Comment:  Must  balance  short-term  economics  against  long-term  ecology. 

Reasons: 

mankind  survival  is  dependant  on  healthy  ecosystems;  and 
protect  Oregon ’s  deserts  from  degradation. 

Response:  The  SEORMP  examines  a  range  of  alternatives  from  an 
emphasis  on  maximizing  sustainable  levels  of  commodity  output  to 
maximizing  ecological  functions.  The  preferred  alternative  attempts  to 
strike  an  appropriate  balance  based  on  the  expected  social,  economic,  and 
ecological  outcomes. 

2  Comment:  Continue  multiple  use  in  WSA’s. 

Response:  Resource  uses  and  human  activities  would  continue  to  be 
allowed  in  WSA’s  in  accordance  and  compliance  with  the  agency’s 
IMPLWR,  while  protecting  wilderness  values  until  Congress  acts  on  the 
wilderness  issue. 

Opinions  and  Preferences 

2  Efforts  to  protect  natural  resources  now  will  result  in  lands  with  higher 
values  later. 

1  WSA’s,  NWSR’s,  ACEC’s,  all  limit  flexibility. 

1  Inventories  are  needed  to  validate  current  watershed  level,  ecologically 
based  management. 

1  Knowledge  of  ecology  in  an  area  should  be  more  important  than  short-term 
politics. 

13  Manage  the  land  for  natural  ecosystem  function. 

2  Continue  multiple  use  in  WSA’s. 

2  Against  any  additional  special  management  areas  (SMA’s). 

1  Watershed  management  need  the  cooperation  of  all  entities  in  the  water¬ 
shed. 

Military  and  Non-military  Aircraft 

8  Comment:  Aircraft  should  be  allowed  to  land  inside  the  Steens  Mountain 
Recreation  Lands  during  the  whole  year;  restrictions  on  aircraft  should  be 
removed  from  the  plan. 

Reasons: 

aircraft  use  would  be  for  commercial  and  management  purposes; 
discriminates  against  a  particular  motorized  vehicle; 
discriminates  against  certain  members  of  the  public; 
adversely  affects  local,  county,  and  state  business; 
promotes  the  use  of  more  environmentally  detrimental  methods; 
discriminates  against  physically  challenged; 
reduces  options  for  dispersed  recreation; 

makes  search  and  rescue,  fire  operations,  etc.,  more  difficult  to  do; 

BLM  has  no  means  of  enforcement; 

BLM  would  lose  revenue;  and 

there  would  be  less  public  land  monitoring. 

Response:  Refer  to  Comments  Regarding  Andrews  Resource  Area  on 
page  1. 
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49  Comment: 

1  6  •  BLM  has  failed  to  characterize,  describe  and  quantify  the  increases  in 

military  flights  over  Oregon  public  lands  since  the  last  planning  process. 

1  6  •  BLM  has  failed  to  ensure  that  characteristics  of  SMA’s  are  not  being 


1  6 

1  6 

degraded  by  military  activities. 

•  BLM  has  failed  to  minimize  negative  effects  of  military  activities. 

•  People  who  use  public  land  are  often  annoyed  by  loud  noises  from 
military  aircraft. 

1  6 

•  Concerned  about  pollution  and  health  risks  from  military  training 
activities. 

1  6 

•  BLM  must  prepare  an  adequate  assessment  of  impacts  by  military 
training  activities. 

Response:  BLM  has  no  authority  to  control  military  flights  over  public 
land — this  is  outside  the  scope  of  this  document. 

50  1  2 

Comment:  A  suggested  stipulation  of  use  by  authorized  holders  of  a  SRP 
within  the  Steens  Mountain  SRMA  would  be  that  aircraft  landing  during 
all  times  of  the  year  would  meet  the  current  non-impairment  criteria  for 
wilderness  study  areas  (WSAs),  whether  on  WSA’s  or  not,  in  the  SRMA. 

Response:  Refer  to  Comments  Regarding  Andrews  Resource  Area  on  page 
6. 

51  1  2 

Comment:  When  the  Steens  Mountain  Loop  Road  is  open,  landings  or 
low-level  flights  would  be  avoided  in  heavy  use  or  key  scenic  areas. 

Response:  Refer  to  Comments  Regarding  Andrews  Resource  Area  on 
page  1. 

52  5  5 

Other 

Comment:  Protect  land  for  wildness  and  low  impact  recreation. 

Response:  Assessment  of  public  land  for  wilderness  values  is  beyond  the 
scope  of  this  plan.  The  agency’s  wilderness  designation  recommendations 
in  Oregon  are  in  its  “Wilderness  Study  Report”  (1991).  Under  the  Pro¬ 
posed  RMP  and  other  alternatives,  the  majority  of  the  planning  area 
remains  available  for  low  impact  types  of  recreation  activities. 

53  1  1 

Comment:  It  is  not  right  to  say  that  funding  would  be  basically  the  same 
across  all  alternatives. 

Reasons: 

some  alternatives  have  greater  potential  for  generating  funds;  and 
funding  for  monitoring  under  adaptive  management  is  highest  priority. 

Response:  Although  a  portion  of  receipts  for  commercial  activities  on 
public  land  are  included  in  budgets  or  funding,  these  amount  are  insignifi¬ 
cant  in  the  total  budgets. 

1  2 

1  1 

Opinions  or  Preferences 

The  document  could  be  harmful  and  ruin  family  business. 

New  commercial  development  should  be  restricted. 

LETTER  NUMBER:  004,  007,  008,  009,  010,  015,  016,  017,  018,  019,  023,  026,  030,  035,  064,  065,  069, 
071,  072,  075,  080,  083,  088,  093,  094,  099,  100,  105,  107,  109,  110,  254,  255,  256,  257,  258,  259,  260,  262, 
264,  265,  267,  270,  273,  122,  131,  134,  135,  148,  151,  152,  153,  157,  163,  167,  168,  189,  193,  214,  180,  182, 
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184,  186,  200,  206,  214,  235,  141,  142,  158,  166,  217,  218,  220,  222,  223,  225,  226,  228,  231,  232,  236,  238, 
239,  240,  241 

Air  Resources 


Other  related  comments  may  be  found  under  FIRE. 


No. 

54 


55 


Comment:  More  data  are  needed  to  support  the  conclusions  that  dust 
emissions  do  not  result  in  deteriorated  air  quality  and  that  no  long-term 
cumulative  impacts  to  air  quality  will  occur  under  all  alternatives. 

Response:  Limited  data  are  available  on  air  quality  for  this  planning 
process  due  to  the  fact  that  the  entire  planning  area  is  in  a  Class  2  air  shed 
and  no  air  quality  monitoring  stations  are  operating  within  the  planning 
area.  Management  actions  taken  to  reduce  potential  impacts  to  air  quality 
include:  (1)  identifying  absolute  maximum  tonnage  of  fuel  that  could  be 
burned  annually  yet  limits  particulate  emissions;  (2)  implementation  of  the 
“Interim  Air  Quality  Policy  on  Wildland  and  Prescribed  Fires”  (issued 
April  23,  1998);  (3)  plan  for  and  conduct  prescribed  burns  with  favorable 
atmospheric  transport  and  dispersion  conditions  that  are  approved  through 
the  Oregon  Department  of  Forestry  (ODF)  prior  to  ignition;  (4)  proper 
management  of  soil  and  vegetative  management  resources  with  regards  to 
fire  rehabilitation,  livestock  grazing,  mining,  and  OHV  activities  that 
would  reduce  wind-blown  particulate  matter;  and  (5)  requiring  and 
implementing  best  management  practices. 

Comment:  Revise  plan  to  incorporate  the  direction  contained  in  EPA’s 
interim  air  quality  policy  on  wildland  and  prescribed  fire. 

Response:  The  PSEORMP/FIES  now  states  that  the  EPA’s  “Interim  Air 
Quality  Policy  on  Wildland  and  Prescribed  Fire”  (issued  April  23,  1998) 
would  be  followed. 


LETTER  NUMBER:  004,273 


Energy  and  Minerals 


No. 

56 


Comment:  Close  entire  area  to  mining  use. 

Response:  An  objective  of  the  plan  is  to  make  mineral  resources  available 
for  exploration  and  development  while  protecting  other  resources  to  the 
extent  possible.  Lands  are  recommended  for  withdrawal  only  when  less 
restrictive  measures  would  not  protect  other  resource  values. 


57 


Comment:  Mineral  leases  should  not  conflict  with  resource  values, 
especially  SMA's. 

Response:  Due  to  the  nature  of  mineral  leasing  activities,  conflicts  with 
other  resource  values  nearly  always  occur.  Most  conflicts  can  be  resolved 
through  the  imposition  of  operating  restrictions;  however,  if  the  resource 
values  are  very  high,  and/or  conflicts  cannot  be  resolved,  the  area  could  be 
closed  to  leasing. 


58 


Comment:  Need  more  flexibility  concerning  small  and  low-impact 
minerals  such  as  sand  and  gravel  for  road  maintenance. 
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Response:  The  plan  provides  for  substantial  opportunities  and  flexibility 
for  the  development  of  saleable  mineral  materials  for  road  maintenance. 


59  1  1  Comment:  Alternative  C  excessively  restricts  geothermal  and  rock  pits. 

Response:  Restrictions  imposed  on  geothermal  and  rock  pit  operations 
under  Alternative  C  are  not  considered  to  be  excessive.  For  geothermal 
operations,  restrictions  would  only  be  imposed  in  areas  with  other  signifi¬ 
cant  resource  values  (such  as  endangered  animal  habitat,  sensitive  plants, 
outstanding  scenery)  in  order,  to  protect  them,  and  would  involve  less  than 
1%  of  the  lands  identified  as  high  potential  for  that  resource.  Restrictions 
imposed  on  rock  pits  do  not  affect  existing  operations,  identified  potential 
sources  of  new  material,  or  most  rock  deposits  located  near  concentrated 
populations  (such  as  Vale  and  Ontario)  or  in  close  proximity  to  existing 
roads. 

60  1  1  Comment:  Protect  WSA's  that  might  be  dropped  in  the  future  from 

mineral  use. 

Response:  WSA’s  that  might  be  congressionally  dropped  in  the  future 
would  only  be  protected  from  mineral  use  if  they  were  included  in  some 
other  SMA  (such  as  ACEC/RNA).  All  other  WSA  acreage  released  from 
study  status  would  become  potentially  available  for  all  forms  of  mineral 
use. 

61  1  1  Comment:  ACEC/RNA's  should  be  withdrawn  from  mineral  entry. 

Reasons: 

degrades  values  for  which  originally  protected. 

Response:  ACEC's  are  withdrawn  only  if  the  values  for  which  they  are 
designated  cannot  be  protected  with  less  restrictive  measures.  Refer  to 
PSEORMP/FEIS  Table  3-12  for  ACEC/RNA  recommended  withdrawals. 

62  1  1  Comment:  Page  2-3:  should  read:  report  will  be  available  in  1999. 

Response:  No  publication  date  for  the  report  has  been  established,  as 
stated  in  the  PSEORMP/FEIS. 

63  1  1  Comment:  Page  2-8:  U.S.  Geological  Survey  (USGS)  reference  should 

be  (USGS  1994,  1996). 

Response:  The  reference  has  been  corrected  in  the  final  plan  to  include 
the  1996  report. 

64  1  1  Comment:  Section  needs  to  be  added  regarding  potential  geologic 

hazards  in  area. 

Response:  While  it  is  acknowledged  that  certain  geologic  hazards, 
particularly  earthquakes  and  naturally  occurring  (not  mining-related) 
geochemical  contamination  (such  as  mercury,  arsenic  and  uranium)  are  a 
potential  safety  and  environmental  hazard,  they  are  not  expected  to 
significantly  affect  the  human  environment,  given  the  small,  somewhat 
scattered  population  base.  Therefore,  geologic  hazards  will  not  be  dis¬ 
cussed  in  the  final  document. 

65  1  1  Comment:  What  does  site-specific  analysis  for  mineral  withdrawal  entail? 
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Response:  Site-specific  analysis  entails  an  evaluation  of  lands  being 
proposed  for  withdrawal  from  mineral  location.  It  involves  an  interdisci¬ 
plinary  team  of  resource  specialists  (range  management,  botany,  archaeol¬ 
ogy,  recreation  and  wilderness,  geology  and  minerals,  soils  and  hydrology, 
lands  and  realty,  etc.),  whose  purpose  is  to  determine  if  the  resources 
contained  are  of  sufficient  sensitivity  and/or  value  to  warrant  protection 
from  mining.  Data  collection  may  involve  consultation  with  other  Federal 
agencies  (such  as  USGS  or  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  [USFWS]), 
State  agencies  (such  as  ODFW,  Oregon  Department  of  Geology  and 
Mineral  Industries  [DOG AMI],  or  State  Historic  Preservation  Officer 
[SHPO]),  various  conservation  groups  (such  as  Sierra  Club,  Native  Plant 
Society,  or  Wilderness  Society),  or  private  individuals.  Lands  recom¬ 
mended  for  withdrawal  may  be  identified  in  a  planning  document,  such  as 
this  plan,  through  public  concerns,  or  the  result  of  field  studies  that  identify 
new  areas  containing  sensitive  resource  values  the  BLM  wants  to  preserve 
and  protect;  however,  all  withdrawal  proposals  must  conform  to  an 
approved  land  use  plan. 


66  1  1  Comment:  What  science  backs  up  the  mineral  leasing  buffer  zones 

chosen  for  Borax  Lake  under  Alternatives  C  and  D? 

Response:  Refer  to  Comments  Regarding  Andrews  Resource  Area  on 
page  1. 


3 


2 

2 

1 


Opinions  or  Preferences 

3  Support  no-surface-occupancy  (NSO)  stipulations  in  Alternative  D. 
Reasons: 

Federal  mining  laws  are  antiquated. 

3  Support  buffer  at  Borax  Lake. 

2  Energy  and  minerals  should  be  developed. 

1  Numbers  are  arbitrary  and  limit  future  needs  and  opportunities. 


LETTER  NUMBER:  004,  Oil,  041,  045,  140,  157,  180,  218,  223,  241 


Fire 


No.  I  S 

67  9  9  Comment:  Prescribed  fire  should  be  used. 

Reasons: 

to  improve  range  condition; 
to  return  vegetation  complexity. 

Response:  The  Proposed  RMP  of  the  PSEORMP/FEIS  recognizes  fire  as 
a  critical  natural  process  and  allows  resource  managers  the  ability  to  use 
prescribed  fire  in  those  areas  where  prescribed  burning  is  the  correct  tool 
for  meeting  objectives.  The  plan  allows  for  burning  of  up  to  50,000  acres 
of  rangelands  and  300  acres  of  timbered  lands  per  year. 


68  8  8  Comment:  Fire  suppression  should  be  deemphasized. 

Response:  Historically,  BLM  policy  required  that  all  wildfires  be  fully 
suppressed.  Under  current  policy,  which  is  reflected  in  this  planning 
document,  all  wildland  fires  must  receive  an  appropriate  management 
response  (AMR),  which  under  given  circumstances  may  be  less  than  a  full- 
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suppression  response.  The  appropriate  response  taken  would  be  based  on 
preplanned  analysis  consistent  with  public  and  fire  fighter  safety  concerns, 
land  management  objectives,  and  criteria  set  forth  in  Appendix  M  (Wild¬ 
land  Fire  Appropriate  Management  Response)  of  this  plan.  Fire  suppres¬ 
sion  actions  would  be  planned  and  executed  to  minimize  suppression  costs 
and  resource  loss,  consistent  with  land  management  objectives  including 
the  threat  to  life,  resources,  and  property. 

Comment:  Suppress  fire  when  unnatural  conditions  exist  or  on  degraded 
land. 

Response:  Lands  identified  in  Appendix  M  (Wildland  Fire  Appropriate 
Management  Response)  as  Category  A  lands  are  full  suppression  areas  that 
contain  “degraded  land”;  suppression  of  fire  under  “unnatural  conditions” 
would  fall  under  AMR  as  described  in  comment  response  67. 

Comment:  Suppress  fire  in  WSA's. 

Response:  The  AMR  or  suppression  response  in  WSA’s  would  be  deter¬ 
mined  through  the  same  process  as  any  fire  occurring  in  Category  B  lands, 
which  may  or  may  not.  dependent  on  conditions,  require  full  suppression 
actions.  Suppression  actions  occurring  within  WSA’s  would  avoid  unnec¬ 
essary  impairment  of  an  areas  suitability  for  designation  as  wilderness  in 
accordance  with  IMPLWR. 


Comment:  BLM  must  clearly  define  and  provide  rationale  for  terms  such 
as  health ,  productivity,  catastrophic,  and  restoration. 

Response:  Refer  to  the  Glossary  for  these  clarifications. 

Comment:  BLM  must  consider  alternatives  to  fire  which  include  reduc¬ 
tions  in  grazing. 

Response:  Through  the  planning  process,  a  range  of  alternatives  for 
grazing  were  analyzed. 


Comment:  Rehabilitation  of  burns  may  use  nonnative  species. 

Response:  Rehabilitation  using  nonnative  species  with  emphasis  in  areas 
dominated  by  exotic  annuals  and  where  risk  of  seeding  failure  is  high  when 
using  natives  was  analyzed  in  all  alternatives  except  Alternative  D.  Use  of 
desirable  nonnatives  was  added  to  Best  Management  Practices,  Appendix 
O. 


Comment:  Rehabilitation  of  burns  may  use  nonnative  species  only  if 
justified. 

Response:  See  comment  response  73. 

Comment:  Rest  burns  for  5  years  from  grazing. 

Response:  Current  Bureau  policy  is  a  minimum  of  two  growing  seasons 
or  until  health  and  vigor  are  restored,  which  may  actually  require  5  years. 

Comment:  Quaking  aspen  will  not  regain  dominance  after  5  years. 

Response:  Quaking  aspen  return  intervals  presented  are  assumptions  used 
for  analysis  purposes.  Site-specific  return  intervals  may  vary  greatly  and 
in  some  instances,  these  species  may  not  recover  following  fire  within  the 
long  term. 


Comment  Responses  and  Reprinted  Letters 


77  1  1  Comment:  Manage  grazing  to  limit  catastrophic  fire. 

Response:  Fire  analysis  in  Chapter  4  discusses  the  relationship  between 
grazing  and  the  amount  of  fine  fuels.  Increased  fine  fuels  may  lead  to 
wildland  fire  spread  and  the  possibility  of  catastrophic  fire. 

78  1  1  Comment:  Unclear  burning  objectives  between  Air  Resources  limit  (page 

3-10,  4-3)  and  Rangeland  Vegetation  (page  4-16). 

Response:  Air  Resources  limits  are  maximum  acres/  tonnage  that  could  be 
burned  annually  due  to  PM  10  emissions  while  the  Rangeland  Vegetation 
section  referred  to  is  the  analysis  of  Alternative  A,  which  analyzed  the 
anticipated  total  treatment  over  the  life  of  the  plan — those  treatment  acres 
cannot,  and  do  not,  exceed  the  maximum  allowable  acres  burned. 

79  1  1  Comment:  Coordinate  burns  with  ODFW. 

Response:  The  BLM  continually  coordinates  with  ODFW  on  specific 
projects  including  prescribed  fire  and  would  continue  to  do  so  in  the  future. 

80  1  1  Comment:  Conduct  site-specific  analysis  on  vegetation  communities  to 

protect  natural  ecosystems. 

Response:  See  comment  response  105. 

81  1  1  Comment:  Burns  should  not  be  conducted  on  lands  in  poor  condition  and 

land  vulnerable  to  exotic  plant  species  invasion. 

Response:  The  decision  to  burn  an  area  is  done  through  the  interdiscipli¬ 
nary  team  process  and  in  most  instances  areas  identified  for  prescribed  fire 
are  capable  of  natural  regeneration.  Prescribed  burns  that  are  used  to 
reduce  hazardous  fuels,  such  as  cheatgrass,  would  need  rehabilitation  to  be 
successful  at  meeting  resource  and  fire  objectives — the  rehabilitation  need 
is  identified  through  the  interdisciplinary  team  during  the  project  planning 
phase. 

82  1  1  Comment:  Objective  2  (page  3-15)  should  clarify  natural  vs.  prescribed 

ignitions  and  maintain  vs.  restore  natural  ecosystems. 

Response:  The  plan  does  not  allow  for  the  use  of  prescribed  “natural”  fire 
which  is  a  fire  that  is  of  natural  origin  and  allowed  to  burn  for  resource 
values.  Prescribed  ignitions,  as  identified  in  the  Glossary,  are  ignited  by 
management  actions  to  meet  specific  objectives — an  approved  burn  plan 
must  be  in  place  prior  to  ignition.  To  maintain  an  ecosystem  is  to  keep  it  in 
same  condition  or  current  condition  and  to  restore  an  ecosystem  is  to  take 
deliberate,  proactive  measures  to  reestablish  the  natural  ecosystem  (see 
Glossary). 

83  1  1  Comment:  BLM  should  post  burn  bond  for  site  rehabilitation. 

Response:  Buying  out  permittees  and  posting  burn  bonds  are  out  of  the 
scope  and  current  authority  of  this  planning  document.  For  prescribed 
burns,  any  site  restoration  needs  are  identified  and  funding  approved  prior 
to  the  burn  occurring.  In  wildfire  situations  rehabilitation  is  done  through 
the  emergency  fire  rehabilitation  process  and/or  the  fire  rehabilitation 
planning  process.  All  claims  of  reimbursement  for  loss  of  private  property 
is  done  through  the  Federal  Tort  Claim  process. 
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84  1  1 

Comment:  Need  site-specific  analysis  on  vegetative  communities  for 
prescribed  fire. 

Response:  Site-specific  analysis  would  be  done  through  the  interdiscipli¬ 
nary  team  process  at  the  activity  plan  level  and  through  adaptive  manage¬ 
ment. 

85  1  1 

Comment:  Lands  which  are  vulnerable/susceptible  to  cheatgrass  should 
be  classified  as  zones  of  primary  suppression. 

Response:  Criteria  outlined  m  Appendix  M  (Wijdland  Fire  Appropriate 
Management  Response)  identifies  annual  grasslands,  which  includes 
cheatgrass,  as  Category  A  lands  that  require  a  full  suppression  response  to 
any  unplanned  ignition.  Prescribed  fire  use  within  Category  A  lands  is 
very  limited;  however,  hazardous  fuels  reduction  adjacent  to  rural  urban 
interface,  for  instance,  would  fit  into  prescribed  fire  use  in  these  lands. 

86  1  1 

Comment:  Clearly  specify  site  restoration  techniques  established  for 
proposed  burns  or  purposeful  disturbance  of  vegetation. 

Response:  Prior  to  prescribed  fire  and  following  wildfire,  an  interdiscipli¬ 
nary  team  would  identify  the  rehabilitation  techniques,  such  as  seeding 
with  drills,  aerially,  or  other  methods,  of  a  burned  area  on  a  site-specific 
basis.  This  plan  cannot  consider  all  scenarios,  but  would  determine  what  is 
appropriate  on  a  case-by-case  basis. 

87  1  1 

Comment:  BLM  should  provide  economic  analysis  for  prescribed  fire 
actions  under  each  alternative,  including  ground  condition  assessment, 
assessment  of  the  visual  environment,  and  assess  worst-case  scenarios. 

Response:  An  economic  analysis  is  not  required  with  the  use  of  prescribed 
tire  unless  the  burn  project  is  done  for  economic  reasons.  However,  each 
proposed  prescribed  fire  project  requires  the  development  and  approval  of 
a  site-specific  burn  plan  prior  to  implementation  and  a  projected  cost 
assessment  is  a  required  portion  of  each  plan.  After  a  project  is  completed 
an  actual  cost  worksheet  is  completed  and  filed. 

2  7 

1  1 

Opinions  or  Preferences 

Support  appropriate  management  response  on  all  wildfire. 

Fire  can  be  more  destructive  than  livestock  grazing. 

LETTER  NUMBER:  011,017,030,035,070,075,  109,  110,  112,  123,  157,  180,  182,  195,218,226,232, 
235,  240,  241,  256,  264,  273 

Forest  and  Woodlands 


No.  I  S 

88 

3  3 

1  1 

1  1 

1  1 

Comments: 

•  Support  a  zero  cut  on  Federal  lands  except  to  retain  forest  health. 

•  Manage  timber  stands  through  timber  harvest. 

•  Do  not  cut  old  growth. 

•  Only  recreational  and  noncommercial  cutting  should  be  allowed. 

1  1 

1  1 

•  All  of  the  5,877  acres  of  forest  need  to  be  available  for  management. 

•  If  forest  stands  and  old  growth  are  not  treated,  mortality  will  result  from 
stressed  condition. 
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1  •  Another  way  to  present  the  alternatives:  Forest  acres  would  be  managed 

to  maintain  forest  health  and  other  characteristics. 

Response:  Discussion  and  analysis  of  the  merits  of  various  harvest  and 
management  options  are  found  under  each  alternative  in  Chapters  3  and  4 
for  Forest  and  Woodlands.  Final  determination  for  timber  management 
within  the  framework  of  multiple  use  and  the  context  of  forest  health  is 
found  in  the  Proposed  RMP  of  the  PSEORMP/FEIS. 

89  1 

1  Comment:  Deer  and  elk  do  not  contribute  to  the  decline  in  quaking  aspen 

regeneration. 

Response:  The  statement  that  deer  and  elk  contribute  to  the  decline  of 
quaking  aspen  has  been  modified  to  state  that  they  may  in  certain  areas 
contribute  to  such  decline. 

90  1 

1  Comment:  Page  4-21:  80,000  acres  of  western  juniper  control  is  not 

“slight”;  it  represents  23%  of  the  amount  of  western  juniper  in  the  planning 
area. 

Response:  While  the  summary  states  that  25%  of  western  juniper  would 
be  treated  in  Alternative  B,  it  is  anticipated  that  this  figure  represents  less 
than  would  be  necessary  to  actually  control  or  have  a  real  effect  on  the 
western  juniper  expansion  that  is  currently  occurring.  The  over-all  effect 
on  western  juniper  therefore  is  anticipated  to  be  slight. 

91  1 

1  Comment:  Acreage  figures  for  prescribed  burning  are  not  specific 

enough. 

Response:  Chapter  3,  Forest  and  Woodlands,  text  was  changed  to  add  acre 
figures  for  Malheur  Resource  Area  (MRA)  proposed  western  juniper 
treatment  over  the  life  of  the  plan. 

92  1 

1  Comment:  Remove  western  juniper  from  quaking  aspen  and  riparian. 

Response:  Priority  for  western  juniper  treatments  in  Alternatives  C,  D, 

D2,  and  the  Proposed  RMP  of  the  PSEORMP/FEIS  include  riparian/ 
wetlands  and  quaking  aspen  stands. 

93  3 

3  Comments: 

•  Quaking  aspen  should  be  better  managed  for  health. 

•  Protect  meadows,  mountain  mahogany,  and  quaking  aspen  for  bird  study. 

•  Quaking  aspen  is  important  for  onsite  and  ecosystem  processes  and 
needs  protected  (suckers  are  especially  vulnerable  to  livestock). 

Response:  Quaking  aspen  has  been  recognized  as  a  valuable  resource  for 
which  management  attention  would  be  directed.  All  alternatives  propose 
management  which  would  promote  quaking  aspen  health  and  provide  for 
reestablishment  where  necessary.  Also  see  comment  response  99. 

94  1 

1  Comment:  Identify  the  amount  of  acres  managed  for  different  attributes. 

Response:  The  amount  of  acres  to  be  specifically  managed  for  different 
attributes  is  not  known  at  present.  Evaluations  of  GMA’s  to  be  conducted 
as  part  of  the  adaptive  management  process  would  determine  through 
interdisciplinary  team  review  and  coordination  with  affected  interests  the 
amount  of  acres  for  specific  management. 
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95  1  1  Comment:  Cannot  comment  to  timber  volumes  without  adequate  data. 

Response:  Because  of  the  small  acreage  of  timber  land  and  no  compre¬ 
hensive  timber  program  in  the  planning  area,  a  more  complete  set  of  data  is 
not  available  at  this  time. 

96  1  1  Comment:  Utilize  existing  roads  when  possible  for  timber  harvest  rather 

than  constructing  new  road  systems. 

Response:  The  BLM  agrees  and  would  take  every  opportunity  to  utilize 
existing  roads  when  possible  and  would  adjust  or  close  roads  that  do  not 
meet  the  resource  objectives  of  the  PSEORMP/FEIS.  A  BMP  has  been 
added  to  Appendix  O  under  the  Road  Management  Practices  section  to 
address  this  concern. 

97  1  1  Comment:  Page  4-15:  Assumption  that  10%  of  western  juniper  would 

remain  untreated  does  not  match  with  Alternative  B  (80,000  acres)  and  is 
inconsistent  with  page-377  of  the  appendix  (50%  western  juniper  cover). 

Response:  The  10%  of  western  juniper  not  treated  is  described  as  having 
old  growth  characteristics.  More  than  the  10%  of  old  growth  would  remain 
untreated  in  Alternative  B.  Page-377  of  the  appendix  refers  to  the  mosaics 
within  the  actual  acres  treated;  it  is  not  anticipated  that  any  control  method 
would  result  in  complete  removal  of  western  juniper  from  an  area. 

98  1  1  Comment:  Page  2-20:  There  is  no  citation  for  decline  in  quaking  aspen  in 

planning  area. 

Response:  Studies  and  file  summaries  for  Vale  District  indicate  a  continu¬ 
ing  decline  of  quaking  aspen  in  certain  areas  in  the  planning  area.  A 
paragraph  was  also  added  to  the  text  of  Chapter  2  citing  studies  that  have 
shown  regional  declines  in  quaking  aspen. 

99  2  2  Comment:  Mountain  mahogany  is  important  and  needs  to  be  emphasized 

and  protected  from  grazing,  road  construction,  and  other  disturbance. 

Response:  Although  mountain  mahogany  is  relatively  rare  throughout  the 
planning  area,  viable  stands  can  be  found  in  the  Oregon  Canyon/Trout 
Creek  Mountains,  the  Castle  Rock  area,  and  on  scattered  parcels  in  Federal 
ownership  near  Mahogany  Mountain.  Overall,  management  in  all  alterna¬ 
tives  is  anticipated  to  result  in  continued  viable  populations.  Specific 
proposed  ACEC’s  and  their  management  are  anticipated  to  have  a  benefi¬ 
cial  impact  on  maintenance  of  stands  of  mountain  mahogany.  In  addition, 
the  Mahogany  Ridge  ACEC/RNA  in  MRA  has  been  enlarged  in  the 
Proposed  RMP,  providing  additional  protection  and  research  options  for 
important  sites  of  this  species.  The  proposed  Castle  Rock  ACEC  also 
contains  healthy  stands  of  mountain  mahogany. 

100  1  1  Comment:  Remove  Foresty  Objective  2  from  plan. 

Reason: 

management  goals  are  not  achievable. 

Response:  Because  a  high  priority  has  been  assigned  to  western  juniper 
and  quaking  aspen  management  within  the  range  of  DRFC’s  for  the 
planning  area,  management  would  strive  to  achieve  progress  toward 
meeting  these  objectives. 
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101  1  1  Comment:  Evaluate  ecological  impacts  of  removing  western  juniper  on 

plant  and  animal  communities. 

Response:  Site-specific  evaluations  would  be  conducted  during  prepara¬ 
tion  of  GMA  activity  plans  by  interdisciplinary  teams  of  specialists  to 
evaluate  the  ecological  impacts  of  removing  western  juniper  on  plant  and 
animal  communities  on  both  a  site-specific  basis  and  within  the  respective 
GMA.  Overall  impacts  are  analyzed  in  Rangeland  Vegetation  and  Wildlife 
and  Wildlife  Habitat  sections  of  Chapter  4. 


102  1  1  Comment:  Map  and  define  old  growth  western  juniper  woodlands. 

Response:  Mapping  of  old  growth  western  juniper  is  done  as  ecological 
site  inventories  (ESI's)  are  completed  for  the  resource  areas;  such  invento¬ 
ries  would  be  available  as  ESI  is  completed  for  MRA  and  Jordan  Resource 
Area  (JRA).  A  definition  of  old  growth  western  juniper  has  been  added  to 
the  Forest  and  Woodlands  section  of  Chapter  2. 


5 

4 

1 

1 

1 

1 


1 


Opinions  or  Preferences 

5  Recommend  low  priority  for  western  juniper  treatments;  control  with 
wildfire. 

6  Western  juniper  control  is  necessary  to  preserve  our  lands. 

1  An  accurate  inventory  of  western  juniper  acres  less  than  40  years  of  age 
has  not  been  made. 

1  The  number  of  acres  needing  treatment  in  the  next  20  years  may  be  larger. 

1  Select  Alternative  D  because  western  juniper  management  must  only  be 

used  to  protect  natural  diversity. 

1  The  Nature  Conservancy  has  included  in  its  “Columbia  Plateau  Plan”  of 
critical  biodiversity  sites:  Steens/Alvord;  Oregon  Canyon  Mountains; 
Owyhee  Canyonlands;  Succor  Creek;  Crooked  Creek;  Saddle  Butte;  Dry 
Creek;  Alkali  Gulch;  Harper:  Cottonwood  Mountain;  and  Castle  Rock. 

1  Consider  local  economy  in  decision  making  process. 


LETTER  NUMBER;  029,  044,  041,  069,  075,  107,  109,  110,  157,  180,  218,  220.  233,  235.  241,  257,  272, 
273 


Rangeland  Vegetation 

No.  I  S 

103  5  15  Comment:  Control  of  weeds  is  paramount  for  watershed  protection  and 

needs  to  be  addressed  in  more  detail. 

Response:  Specific  detail  of  management  practices  implemented  to 
control  the  introduction  or  spread  of  weeds  in  cooperation  with  the  State, 
counties,  other  Federal  agencies  and  private  parties  is  included  in  the  “Vale 
District  Five-Year  Integrated  Weed  Control  Plan”  (1987).  No  range  of 
alternatives  for  various  levels  of  implementing  weed  control  actions  was 
developed  in  this  plan  since  the  presence  or  dominance  of  weeds  is  not 
consistent  with  meeting  any  management  objective.  Chapter  4  identifies 
the  consequences  of  distributing  seed  and  providing  sites  conducive  to  the 
establishment  of  weeds  as  a  result  of  implementing  various  levels  of 
actions  identified  in  the  alternatives. 

104  4  4  Comment:  Shrublands  and  grassland  rehabilitation  should  use  natives  to 

benefit  natural  values  and  not  livestock  forage. 
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Response:  As  stated  in  comment  response  351,  NEPA  requires  that  a 
range  of  alternatives  be  analyzed.  A  range  of  emphasis  on  the  use  of  native 
seedings  versus  nonnative  seeding  to  revegetate  at-risk  and  depleted 
landscapes  was  analyzed  through  the  alternatives.  Benefits  of  using  native 
seed  and  of  using  nonnative  seed  were  presented. 

105  2  7 

Comment:  Plan  does  not  adequately  describe  the  condition  of  the  range- 
land:  use  ESI. 

Response:  Though  more  detailed  ESI  data  collection  is  planned  for  the 
near  future  within  MRA  and'jRA,  vegetation  data  from  the  Ironside  ESI 
and  the  Southern  Malheur  Modified  Soil-Vegetation  Inventory  were  used 
to  describe  vegetation  resources  within  Vale  District.  Implementation  of 
site-specific  evaluation/assessment  and  activity  planning  would  be  based 
on  the  best  available  information  for  the  site. 

106  2  2 

Comment:  Maintain  nonnative  seeding  for  purposes  originally  intended. 

Response:  Many  of  the  seedings  of  nonnative  grasses  in  Vale  District 
occurred  during  the  Vale  Project  ,  an  11 -year  rangeland  rehabilitation 
program  initiated  in  1963.  Objectives  for  other  nonnative  seedings  in  the 
planning  area  have  not  differed  much  from  many  of  the  following  vegeta¬ 
tion  management  objectives  stated  for  the  Vale  Project: 

1 )  to  correct  erosion  and  accompanying  downstream  sediment,  and  prevent 
further  soil  loss; 

2)  to  increase  the  forage  supply  for  wildlife  and  livestock; 

3)  to  stabilize  the  livestock  industry  at  the  present  or  an  increased  level  of 
production; 

4)  to  facilitate  fire  control  by  replacing  high  hazard  cneatgrass  and  sage¬ 
brush  with  low  hazard  perennial  grasses  and  improving  detection  and 
suppression  facilities;  and 

5)  to  prevent  encroachment  and  spread  of  noxious  and  poisonous  weeds. 

The  long-term  goals  stated  in  Desired  Range  of  Future  Conditions  section 
of  Chapter  3  differ  little  from  these  earlier  objectives  in  stating,  “Range- 
land  vegetation  includes  a  mosaic  of  multiple-aged  shrubs,  forbs,  and 
native  and  desirable  nonnative  perennial  grasses.”  Analysis  in  Chapter  4 
identities  the  benefits  of  seeding  some  nonnative  grass  species  in  sites  of 
limited  effective  precipitation  and  in  areas  dominated  by  competitive 
annual  and  weedy  species.  Management  objectives  for  nonnative  seedings 
in  this  land  use  planning  document  continue  to  recognize  the  benefits  of 
establishing  and  maintaining  diverse  vegetation  communities  which  meet 
public  desires  for  resource  values  and  goods. 

107  2  2 

Comment:  Support  efforts  to  return  BLM  lands  to  a  series  of  naturally 
and  fully  functional  ecosystems. 

Response:  As  stated  in  comment  response  106,  the  Bureau  has  managed 
public  lands  with  objectives  which  go  beyond  providing  sources  of  food, 
fiber,  and  minerals  even  prior  to  passage  of  the  FLPMA.  With  ever 
increasing  populations  adjacent  to  BLM-administered  lands,  public 
demands  for  reestablishment  and  maintenance  of  functional  ecosystems 
which  provide  values  and  benefits  beyond  the  traditional  commodity 
values  would  continue  to  increase. 
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Comment:  The  statement  “manage  big  sagebrush  habitat  to  emphasize 
plant  and  animal  community  health  at  the  landscape  level”  fails  to  inform 
how  the  land  will  be  managed. 

Response:  The  expanded  narrative  of  the  draft  Chapter  3  Rangeland 
Vegetation  section  better  defined  this  statement  from  Table  3-1.  Within  the 
PSEORMP/FEIS,  Appendix  F  (Wildlife  Habitat  Descriptions  and  Consid¬ 
erations)  has  been  referenced  in  both  Table  3-1  and  the  expanded  narrative. 
This  appendix  defines  management  criteria  for  sites  which  have  the 
potential  to  support  vegetation  communities  which  include  a  sagebrush 
component. 


Comment:  The  plan  should  describe  management  activities,  where  they 
will  be  carried  out,  the  acreage  treated,  and  what  would  occur  if  the 
objectives  are  not  met. 

Response:  Within  this  land  use  planning  document,  the  Bureau  recognizes 
that  our  knowledge  of  ecological  processes,  our  information  concerning 
site-specific  resource  conditions,  and  the  public’s  requests  for  values  from 
public  lands  would  continue  to  shift  through  time.  As  a  result,  this 
planning  document  was  formulated  to  define  criteria  under  which  public 
lands  in  the  planning  area  would  be  managed.  Adaptive  management,  a 
process  presented  in  Chapter  3,  would  be  utilized  to  develop,  implement, 
monitor,  and  evaluate  site-specific  activity  plans  within  GMA's  which 
describe  detailed  management  activities,  where  they  would  be  carried  out, 
the  acreage  treated,  and  possible  consequences  of  not  meeting  management 
objectives. 


Comment:  Plan  should  describe  the  costs  and  outcome  of  the  Vale 
Project. 

Response:  Evaluation  of  the  Vale  Project  is  beyond  the  scope  of  this  land 
use  planning  document.  Two  independent  evaluations  of  the  Vale  Project 
have  been  published  since  completion  of  that  rangeland  rehabilitation 
program  in  Vale  District.  In  1977  the  USFS  released  Resource  Bulletin 
PNW-70  authored  by  Harold  F.  Heady  and  James  Bartolome.  A  second 
evaluation  edited  by  Harold  Heady  was  released  by  the  U.S.  Forest  Service 
(USFS)  as  Resource  Bulletin  PNW-RB-157  in  1988. 


Comment:  Plan  should  be  more  specific  on  acreage  to  be  planted  with 
nonnative  species. 

Response:  As  stated  in  comment  response  109,  site-specific  planning 
would  be  completed  within  activity  plans  within  GMA’s.  This  land  use 
planning  document  describes  criteria  which  would  be  used  to  determine 
specific  treatments  which  would  be  utilized  to  meet  management  objec¬ 
tives  when  resource  problems  or  project  proposals  are  identified. 


Comment:  Page  2-10:  Disagree  that  annuals  are  indicators  of  lost  soil 
productivity. 

Reasons: 

productivity  remains  in  many  areas,  but  perennial  seed  sources  are 
absent. 

Response:  The  commentor  is  correct  in  that  presence  of  annuals  does  not 
denote  lost  soil  productivity.  In  the  draft,  the  valid  statement  reads,  “The 
effects  of  lost  soil  productivity  persist  in  some  areas  in  the  form  of  early- 
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serai  stage  plant  communities  (annuals).”  However,  in  the  PSEORMP/ 
FEIS  this  sentence  was  removed  from  the  Soil  section  in  Chapter  2. 

^  1  I  Comment:  Page  2-10:  Microbiotic  crust  function  is  portrayed  as  overly 

significant. 

Response:  A  limited  description  of  microbiotic  crusts  and  their  function  in 
the  ecosystem  states  in  the  draft  and  final  documents,  “Microbiotic  crusts 
consist  ot  lichens,  mosses,  green  algae,  fungi,  cyanobacteria,  and  bacteria 
growing  on  or  just  below  the  soil  surface  in  a  thin  layer.  Found  in  open 
spaces  between  larger  plants,  these  crusts  play  a  role  in  fixing  nitrogen, 
tiltering  water,  retaining  soil  moisture,  and  controlling  soil  erosion. 

Limited  data  exist  on  the  extent,  distribution,  and  role  of  microbiotic 
crusts.  Most  studies  of  microbiotic  crusts  have  been  conducted  in  the 
southern  Great  Basin  and  Colorado  Plateau.  Extrapolation  of  these  data  to 
the  planning  area  should  be  made  with  caution.” 


The  section  containing  microbiotic  crusts  in  Chapter  2  has  been  rewritten 
to  incorporate  comments  received  on  this  subject.  BLM  believes  that  the 
term  “play  a  role  in”  implies  that  there  are  both  pros  and  cons  and  the  full 
spectrum  between.  Microbiotic  crusts  location  and  distribution  would  be 
identified  to  the  extent  possible  during  the  proposed  Order  III  soil  survey 
and  ESI  for  Vale  District,  Malheur  County  starting  in  2002.  Information 
on  microbiotic  crusts  acquired  from  proposed  soil  surveys  for  Malheur 
County  and  from  pertinent  existing  studies  would  be  used  during  the 
evaluation  of  GMA’s. 


Comment:  Areas  of  microbiotic  crusts  need  to  be  included  in  baseline 
surface  disturbance  maps. 

Response:  The  section  containing  microbiotic  crusts  in  Chapter  2, 
Affected  Environment,  and  Appendix  R  (Effects  of  Intensity  and  Season  of 
Grazing)  have  been  rewritten  to  incorporate  comments  received  on  this 
subject.  Microbiotic  crusts  location  and  distribution  would  be  mapped 
during  the  proposed  Order  III  Soil  Survey  and  ESI  for  Vale  District, 
Malheur  County,  starting  in  2002.  Information  on  microbiotic  crusts 
acquired  from  proposed  soil  surveys  for  Malheur  County  and  from 
pertinent  existing  studies  would  be  used  during  the  evaluation  of  GMA’s 
and  other  activity  plans. 


Comment:  Cryptogamic  crusts  in  uplands  must  be  healthy,  monitored, 
and  improved. 

Response:  The  benefits  of  maintaining  healthy  microbiotic  crust  are 
identified  in  the  Soils  section  of  Chapter  2  and  Appendix  R  (Effects  of 
Intensity  and  Season  of  Grazing)  of  the  draft  and  final  documents.  Also 
see  comment  response  1 13. 


Comment:  Page  2-42:  Incorrect  to  advocate  shrub  overstory. 

Reasons: 

nature  continually  fragments  the  monoculture; 
diversity  and  edge  support  more  wildlife;  and 
seedings  were  implemen  ted  for  livestock  forage. 

Response:  The  benefits  of  maintaining  diverse  vegetation  composition, 
including  a  shrub  component,  within  the  potential  for  the  landscape  is 
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identified  in  a  number  of  locations  throughout  the  document.  The 
commentor  is  correct  in  stating,  “nature  continually  fragments  the  monoc¬ 
ulture,”  though  active  management  actions  to  enhance  timeframes  and 
meet  public  desires  is  appropriate.  The  Desired  Range  of  Future  Condi¬ 
tions  section  of  Chapter  3  is  consistent  with  identifying  the  benefits  that 
diversity  and  edge  provide  when  desired  vegetation  communities  and 
wildlife  habitats  are  described.  The  past  and  present  objectives  for 
implementing  many  of  the  existing  seedings  are  identified  in  comment 
response  106  and  within  the  draft  and  final  documents. 

Comment:  DRFC’s  are  vaguely  defined. 

Response:  DRFC’s  are  general,  long-term  goal  statements  and  as  such 
may  appear  vague.  Actions  identified  in  Table  3-1  and  the  expanded 
narrative  of  Chapter  3  provides  additional  criteria  which  would  be  utilized 
to  define  site-specific  outcomes  desired  within  more  localized  GMA’s  and 
at  specific  locations  based  on  the  presence  of  resource  values. 


Comment:  Page  2-12:  Map  and  table  showing  rangeland  conditions  and 
trend  by  ecological  site  is  needed. 

Response:  A  number  of  commentors  requested  additional  information 
concerning  rangeland  condition  and  trend.  In  response,  these  data  have 
been  included  in  Appendix  E  (Allotment  Summaries). 


Comment:  Page  3-68:  Believes  that  managing  fair  or  poor  nonnative 
seedings  would  not  improve  structural  and  species  diversity. 

Reasons: 

because  they  have  been  invaded  by  sagebrush. 

Response:  The  presence  of  sagebrush  in  seedings,  as  comment  response 
116  identifies,  verifies  nature’s  continual  fragmention  of  the  monoculture 
and  as  such  improves  structural  and  species  diversity  within  the  potential 
of  the  site.  Chapter  4  analysis  in  the  document  also  identifies  the  benefits 
of  implementing  actions  to  improve  the  health  and  vigor  of  poor-  to  fair- 
condition  nonnative  seedings  as  well  as  the  benefits  of  establishing  native 
grasses  and  forbs  within  existing  nonnative  seedings  to  meet  management 
objectives. 


Comment:  Page  3-69:  At-risk  annuals  should  be  converted  to  perennials 
instead  of  protecting  using  firebreaks. 

Response:  The  comment  is  consistent  with  action  number  3  to  meet  the 
Rangeland  Vegetation  Objective  1  of  Table  3-1  which  proposes  active 
management  to  convert  vegetation  communities  dominated  by  annual 
species  to  result  in  a  greater  dominance  by  desirable  perennial  species. 
Even  with  active  management  to  convert  these  communities  and  restric¬ 
tions  on  activities  which  preclude  the  natural  establishment  of  desired 
perennials,  the  occurrence  of  frequent  fire  would  reduce  the  competitive 
ability  of  perennials  to  establish  and  eventually  dominate  the  site.  As  a 
result  the  combined  actions  of  active  management  to  establish  desirable 
perennial  species,  protection  from  impacting  activities,  and  protection  from 
frequent  occurrence  of  fire  through  the  establishment  of  vegetation  fire 
breaks  are  required  to  result  in  the  eventual  dominance  by  desirable 
perennial  species. 
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121  1  1  Comment:  Reseeding  burns  with  75/25%  nonnative  to  native  species  does 

not  result  in  monoculture  of  nonnatives  (page  4-16-4-18). 

Response:  The  range  of  alternatives  for  seeding  native  and  nonnative 
species  identified  a  percent  of  acreage  which  would  receive  a  native  seed 
mix  and  a  percent  of  acreage  which  would  receive  a  nonnative  seed  mix  in 
the  assumptions  prior  to  analysis  of  impacts  to  Rangeland  Vegetation  in 
Chapter  4.  The  analysis  that  follows  in  Alternative  A  states  that  where 
nonnatives  are  seeded,  monocultures  would  dominate  when  viewed  at  a 
fine  scale.  This  analysis  remains  valid  and  consistent  with  the  theme  of 
Alternative  A. 

122  1  1  Comment:  Reseeding  with  sagebrush  damages  ecosystem  when  cover 

gets  above  15%. 

Reasons: 

outcompetes  desirables;  and 

it  is  a  direct  attack  on  commodity  producers. 

Response:  The  benefits  of  sagebrush  presence  within  vegetation  commu¬ 
nities  where  potential  is  present  is  identified  within  a  number  of  sections  of 
the  analysis  in  Chapter  4  and  within  a  number  of  appendices,  including 
Appendix  F  (Wildlife  Habitat  Descriptions  and  Considerations).  The 
comment  is  correct  in  stating  that  dense  stands  of  sagebrush  have  the 
potential  to  out-compete  other  desirable  components  of  the  vegetation 
community,  though  the  belief  that  competition  always  occurs  above  15% 
within  the  numerous  species  assemblages,  including  a  variety  of  sagebrush 
species  and  subspecies,  may  not  be  accurate.  Management  actions 
identified  in  the  Proposed  RMP  include  the  consideration  of  the  diverse 
vegetation  resources  BLM  is  charged  with  managing. 

123  1  1  Comment:  Explain  how  “Northwest  Area  Noxious  Weed  Control  EIS”  is 

consistent  with  goals  of  plan. 

Response:  Reference  to  the  1987  “Northwest  Area  Noxious  Weed  Control 
EIS"  and  the  consistency  between  that  NEPA  document  and  this  land  use 
plan  has  been  added  to  Chapter  2  of  the  PSEORMP/FIES. 

124  1  1  Comment:  Discussion  related  to  using  “desirable”  nonnative  plant  species 

should  include:  what  species  would  be  used,  what  species  would  be 
replaced,  how  is  the  strategy  consistent  with  “Invasive  Species  Executive 
Order”  of  February  1999,  what  are  the  impacts  on  plant  and  animal 
communities,  and  are  nonnatives  necessary  to  meet  grazing  objectives. 

Response:  The  intent  of  the  cited  Executive  order  is,  “...to  prevent  the 
introduction  of  invasive  species  and  provide  for  their  control  and  to 
minimize  the  economic,  ecological,  and  human  health  impacts  that 
invasive  species  cause."  The  order  goes  on  to  define  invasive  species  as, 
“alien  (not  native)  species  whose  introduction  does  or  is  likely  to  cause 
economic  or  environmental  harm  or  harm  to  human  health.”  Though 
specific  seed  mixes  would  be  determined  at  the  time  a  site-specific 
proposal  is  assembled  to  meet  specific  objectives,  criteria  for  future 
management  stated  in  the  document  and  the  term  “desirable  nonnative 
species”  would  preclude  the  intentional  seeding  of  invasive  species. 
Rationale  for  use  of  desirable  nonnative  species  instead  of  using  native 
species  is  presented  in  Chapter  3  management  actions  and  analyzed  in 
Chapter  4. 
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125  1  1  Comment:  Use  crested  wheatgrass  for  rehabilitation  when  natives  are 

unlikely  to  be  successful. 

Response:  Within  the  proposed  actions  of  each  alternative  in  the  state¬ 
ment,  “Seedings  would  be  implemented  with  appropriate  mixes  of  adapted 
perennial  species.  Species  mixes  would  be  determined  on  a  site-specific 
basis  dependent  on  the  probability  of  successful  establishment  and  risks 
associated  with  seeding  failure.”  The  theme  of  each  alternative  and 
Chapter  4  analysis  define  the  level  of  risk  acceptable  in  use  of  native 
species  where  climatic  conditions  or  levels  of  competition  with  invasive 
weeds  and  annual  may  not  be  conducive  to  seedling  establishment. 

126  1  1  Comment:  Sagebrush  protection  in  seedings  is  not  a  relevant  issue  so 

more  management  flexibility  needs  to  be  put  in  the  plan. 

Response:  The  commentor  is  referred  to  the  revised  Appendix  F  (Wildlife 
Habitat  Descriptions  and  Considerations)  and  Chapter  4  analysis  for 
discussions  of  the  benefits  of  maintaining  a  sagebrush  in  vegetation 
communities  where  potential  is  present. 

127  1  1  Comment:  Objective  1:  The  emphasis  should  be  on  ecological  condition 

relating  to  site-specific  and  broader  goals  and  objectives. 

Response:  See  comment  response  392. 

128  1  1  Comment:  Objective  2:  There  is  nothing  wrong  with  the  biological 

health  of  seedings;  also,  the  biodiversity  emphasis  or  protecting  sagebrush 
is  not  backed  by  science. 

Response:  Though  many  seedings  within  the  planning  area  support 
acceptable  levels  of  structural  diversity,  a  number  are  either  dominated  by 
only  one  seeded  species  or  even  worse,  are  in  poor  health.  Management 
direction  provided  in  Chapter  3  states,  “Nonnative  seedings  in  poor  or  fair 
condition  would  be  managed  to  restore  production  and  vigor,  as  well  as  to 
improve  structural  and  species  diversity  consistent  with  other  management 
objectives.  Nonnative  seedings  in  good  or  excellent  condition  would  be 
managed  to  maintain  seeding  health,  improve  structural  and  species 
diversity,  and  ensure  continued  forage  production.” 

129  1  1  Comment:  Objective  3:  Doing  a  site-specific  plan  following  a  major 

disturbance  should  dictate  where  to  seed  with  nonnative  plants. 

Reasons: 

to  benefit  mosaic  vegetation  patterns  to  benefit  multiple  objectives. 

Response:  The  comment  is  consistent  with  adaptive  management  direc¬ 
tion  provided  in  the  draft  document  (Chapter  3)  and  the  development  of 
site-specific  actions  based  on  analysis  of  available  information  and  criteria 
established  in  the  SEORMP. 

130  1  1  Comment:  The  primary  source  of  soil  organic  matter  in  the  high  desert  is 

associated  with  healthy  grass  and  forb  root  growth  and  mass,  not  plant 
litter. 

Response:  The  comment  is  correct  in  stating  that  growth  and  die-back  of 
root  is  a  major  contributor  of  organic  matter  to  the  soil  profile,  in  addition 
to  the  development  of  soil  structure.  But  litter,  especially  in  the  formation 
of  a  duff  layer  and  the  A  horizon,  contributed  significantly  to  the  soil 
profile.  Also,  there  are  benefits  provided  by  interception  of  raindrop 
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impact  provided  by  vegetation  litter  on  the  soil  surface,  maintaining 
desirable  rates  of  infiltration  as  described  in  the  analysis  of  impacts  to 
vegetation  and  soil  resources  in  Chapter  4.  Refer  to  the  rewritten  Soil 
section  in  Chapter  2  which  reflects  your  concern. 

131  1  1  Comment:  Increased  bare  ground  occurs  in  older  sagebrush  stands  along 

with  reduced  vigor  in  grasses  and  forbs  under  the  canopy. 

Response:  The  comment  is  correct  in  identifying  that  competition  for  soil 
moisture  in  the  upper  profile  occurs  between  sagebrush  and  herbaceous 
species.  Since  available  moisture  is  most  often  the  limiting  factor  to  plant 
growth  in  vegetation  communities  within  the  planning  area,  where  sage¬ 
brush  root  growth  begins  to  fully  occupy  upper  soil  profile,  herbaceous 
species  are  often  excluded.  Within  many  of  our  Wyoming  big  sagebrush/ 
bunchgrass  vegetation  communities,  healthy  native  herbaceous  perennials 
are  able  to  compete  well,  excluding  the  dominance  of  sagebrush.  Also  see 
comment  response  122. 


Comment:  It  is  not  beneficial  to  have  large,  continuous  areas  in  these 
decadent  condition. 

Response:  The  description  of  the  existing  environment  for  vegetation 
resources  (Chapter  2)  identities  10%  of  the  planning  area  supporting 
sagebrush/annual  grassland  communities  and  4%  of  the  planning  area 
supporting  annual  grassland.  Some  other  vegetation  communities  possess¬ 
ing  less  desirable  traits,  as  identified  in  Table  4-1,  are  also  included  in  18 
broad  vegetation  groups  in  Table  2-4.  These  vegetation  communities  are 
not  consistent  with  the  DRFC’s  identified  in  Chapter  3.  Management 
actions  in  every  alternative  of  Chapter  3  are  identified  to  convert  these 
undesirable  vegetation  communities  to  more  productive  and  diverse 
communities. 


Comment:  The  plan  does  not  include  young  western  juniper  so  flexibility 
and  management  language  needs  to  be  included  in  the  preferred  alternative. 

Response:  A  number  of  management  actions  to  control  the  dominance  of 
western  juniper  within  sagebrush/grassland  vegetation  communities  are 
identilied  in  Chapter  3,  including  the  use  of  prescribed  fire  and  mechanical 
treatments.  Opportunities  for  use  of  fire  can  be  most  effective  within 
western  juniper  stands  with  a  dominance  of  seedling  and  juvenile  trees 
while  mechanical  treatments  may  be  necessary  to  reduce  dominance  of 
more  closed  stands  of  mature  trees. 


Comment:  Concerning  DRFC  and  monitoring  and  the  use  of  proper 
functioning  condition  (PFC),  land  monitoring  should  consider  characteris¬ 
tics  directly  influenced  by  the  land  use. 

Response:  The  format  used  within  the  expanded  narrative  portion  of 
Chapter  3  of  the  draft  document  was  to  state  the  management  objective 
followed  by  a  rationale  for  that  objective.  A  summarized  monitoring 
section  followed,  to  identify  those  resource  attributes  potentially  impacted 
and  authorized  activities  which  would  be  monitored  to  determine  when 
management  objectives  are  met.  Since  any  given  data  or  information 
collected  may  be  utilized  to  monitor  progress  toward  meeting  a  number  of 
objectives,  a  monitoring  table  was  developed  and  incorporated  in  the  final 
document  (see  Appendix  W). 
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Comment:  Natural  factors  should  also  be  monitored  (such  as  natural 
disturbance  factors  and  natural  conditions). 

Response:  Natural  factors  such  as  climate  and  fire,  are  monitored  as 
identified  in  comment  response  134. 

Comment:  Seeding  of  sagebrush  is  the  most  controversial  and  damaging 
to  our  ecosystem  of  any  range  management  practice. 

Response:  Though  a  dominance  by  sagebrush  species  may  reduce  produc¬ 
tivity  and  benefits  that  the  public  desires  from  public  lands,  the  benefits  of 
maintaining  a  sagebrush  component  where  potential  is  present  are  identi¬ 
fied  in  comment  response  116,  122,  126,  and  131.  Additional  benefits  of 
maintaining  an  acceptable  sagebrush  component  in  rangeland  vegetation 
communities  where  potential  is  present  is  the  additional  competition 
imposed  on  deep-rooted  weed  species,  competition  not  provided  by 
perennial  grasses  and  forbs. 

Comment:  Sagebrush  has  always  been  and  should  always  be  considered  a 
weed. 

Reasons:. 

outcompetes  desirables;  and 
competes  for  water. 

Response:  See  comment  response  116,  122,  126,  131,  and  136. 

Comment:  To  obtain  desirable  herbaceous  species  and  animal  representa¬ 
tion,  sagebrush  cover  should  be  managed  at  12  to  15%. 

Response:  The  commentor  is  referred  to  narrative  and  tables  in  Appendix 
F  (Wildlife  Habitat  Descriptions  and  Considerations)  of  the  PSEORMP/ 
FEIS. 

Comment:  An  overabundance  of  big  sagebrush  destroys  the  herbaceous 
understory. 

Response:  See  comment  response  116,  122,  126,  131,  and  136. 

Comment:  Intentional  seeding  of  sagebrush  should  be  curtailed  immedi¬ 
ately. 

Response:  See  comment  response  116,  122,  126,  131,  and  136,  and  187. 

Comment:  Limiting  use  of  nonnatives  in  Alternative  C  would  increase 
spread  of  noxious  weeds  and  nondesirable  animals. 

Response:  Benefits  of  seeding  some  nonnative  species  in  areas  where  risk 
of  failure  when  seeding  native  species  is  identified  in  the  analysis  of 
alternatives  in  Chapter  4.  One  must  weigh  the  potential  benefits  of  better 
meeting  management  objectives  when  seeding  desirable  native  species 
against  the  risk  of  seeding  failure  on  a  site-specific  basis  due  to  limited 
effective  soil  moisture  or  high  competition  with  annual  species  as  identi¬ 
fied  in  Chapter  4. 


Comment:  Native  grasses  are  expensive  and  difficult  to  establish  in  low 
precipitation  areas. 
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Response:  Native  grass  seed  is  significantly  more  expensive  to  obtain  and 
is  usually  less  available  as  compared  to  nonnative  species,  especially 
crested  wheatgrass.  The  benefits  of  seeding  native  species  and  maintaining 
greater  native  diversity  and  structure  are  identified  in  comment  response 
104  and  107.  The  benefits  of  seeding  nonnative  species  are  identified  in 
comment  response  125. 


143  1  1  Comment:  Standing  bunchgrasses  in  low  precipitation  take  years  to  return 

to  the  soil.  >  * 

Response:  The  comment  is  correct  for  these  xeric  communities.  Also  see 
comment  response  1 30. 

144  1  1  Comment:  Less  western  juniper  control  and  greater  restrictions  on 

grazing  may  take  the  land  farther  from  resource  objectives. 

Response:  One  assumes  this  comment  is  in  reference  to  actions  identified 
in  Alternative  D.  The  reader  is  referred  to  the  analysis  of  implementing 
this  alternative  and  many  of  the  less  desirable  consequences  identified. 

145  1  1  Comment:  Page  4-73:  There  needs  to  be  identification  of  levels  of 

management  for  serai  conditions. 

Response:  See  comment  response  392. 

146  1  1  Comment:  Need  to  address  whether  or  not  western  juniper  invasion  will 

continue  at  the  same  rate  with  current  livestock  use  level. 

Response:  Analysis  of  maintaining  current  livestock  management 
practices  on  the  potential  to  meet  woodland  management  objectives  is 
identified  in  the  Alternative  B  analysis  of  Chapter  4  (page  4-35  of  the 
draft). 

147  1  1  Comment:  Page  3-16:  Stating  the  BLM  will  “maintain  or  restore  natural 

values  while  providing  for  forage  production”  is  neither  a  standard  or 
directive. 

Response:  The  comment  refers  to  a  summary  statement  of  actions 
proposed  in  Table  3-1.  Page  3-68  provided  an  expanded  narrative  of 
vegetation  management  actions  proposed. 

148  1  1  Comment:  Suggest  that  vegetation  management  criteria  be  expanded  to 

clarify  FLPMA  requirements. 

Response:  FLPMA  does  not  address  vegetation  management  directly, 
though  does  indirectly  in  section  102,  declaration  of  policy  which  identi¬ 
fies  public  land  management  based  on  multiple  use  and  sustained  yield  as 
well  as  management  in  a  manner  that  would  protect  the  quality  of  scien¬ 
tific,  scenic,  historical,  ecological,  environmental,  air  and  atmospheric, 
water  resource,  and  archeological  values;  that,  where  appropriate,  would 
preserve  and  protect  certain  public  lands  in  their  natural  condition;  that 
would  provide  food  and  habitat  for  fish  and  wildlife  and  domestic  animals; 
and  that  would  provide  outdoor  recreation  and  human  occupancy  and  use. 
Management  direction  provided  in  the  Rangeland  Vegetation  section  of 
Chapter  3  as  well  as  management  direction  in  a  number  of  other  sections 
including  Forest  and  Woodlands,  Special  Status  Plant  Species,  Areas  of 
Critical  Environmental  Concern,  Wildlife  and  Wildlife  Habitats,  and  Wild 


32 


Comment  Responses  and  Reprinted  Letters 


and  Scenic  Rivers  provide  guidance  for  management  of  vegetation  re¬ 
sources. 


149  1  1  Comment:  Biodiversity  and  restoration  of  native  perennials  should  not  be 

at  the  cost  of  achieving  FLPMA  multiple  use  goals. 

Response:  Management  for  diversity  of  native  vegetation  and  animal 
species  is  entirely  consistent  with  section  102  of  FLPMA  as  paraphrased  in 
comment  response  148. 

150  1  1  Comment:  Address  what  is  being  done  to  restore  lands  in  the  Vale 

Project;  and  how  new  nonnative  seedings  differ  so  that  they  are  less 
destructive. 

Response:  See  comment  response  1 10  for  a  citation  to  a  summary  of  the 
outcome  of  the  Vale  Project.  Vegetation  management  direction  provided  in 
proposed  actions  of  the  SEORMP  identify  future  management  options  for 
vegetation  communities  which  have  resulted  following  treatments  of  the 
Vale  Project  and  other  past  vegetation  management  actions  and  natural 
consequences.  The  proposed  actions,  especially  those  in  Alternatives  C 
and  D,  emphasize  the  benefits  of  restoring  diversity  and  structure  to 
existing  nonnative  seedings  and  of  including  criteria  in  planning  for  new 
nonnative  seeding  where  the  risk  of  seeding  natives  is  not  acceptable.  Also 
see  comment  response  187. 

151  1  1  Comment:  Would  like  to  see  a  distinction  in  status  between  desirable 

introduced  plant  species  and  perennial  native  plant  species. 

Response:  Perennial  native  species  are  limited  to  those  species  and  in 
some  cases  varieties  which  occur  within  the  ecological  site  being  seeded. 
Desirable  nonnative  species,  primarily  crested  wheatgrass  and  other 
species  from  outside  the  region,  are  not  native  to  the  ecological  site  being 
seeded.  Desirable  nonnative  species  are  adapted  to  climatic  and  edaphic 
conditions  and  are  determined  to  best  meet  management  objectives  while 
limiting  risk  associated  with  possible  seeding  failure  as  identified  in 
analysis  of  consequences. 

152  1  1  Comment:  Maintain,  restore,  protect  Owyhee  Mountain  meadows  and 

stands  of  mountain  mahogany  and  quaking  aspen. 

Reasons: 

critical  for  certain  species  of  birds. 

Response:  Though  the  Owyhee  Mountains  are  within  the  Owyhee 
Resource  Area  of  Idaho,  outside  the  planning  area,  this  land  use  planning 
document  includes  management  objectives  and  actions  to  maintain,  restore, 
and  protect  quaking  aspen  and  mountain  shrub  communities  where 
potential  is  present  within  the  portion  of  Vale  District  covered  by  this  plan. 
Also  see  comment  response  93. 

153  1  1  Comment:  Alternative  B:  improving  ecological  condition  and  increasing 

forage  production  are  not  compatible. 

Response:  Alternative  B  is  management  under  current  planning  docu¬ 
ments.  Within  the  1983  “Southern  Malheur  Grazing  Management  Program 
Environmental  Impact  Statement,”  all  alternatives  analyzed  identified  an 
increase  in  late  condition  range  concurrent  with  an  analyzed  increase  in 
forage  production.  Also  see  comment  response  147. 
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154  1  1  Comment:  Protect  Steens  Mountain  vegetation. 

Reasons: 

so  that  unique  plants  do  not  need  listed. 

Response:  Refer  to  Comments  Regarding  Andrews  Resource  Area  on 
page  1. 


155  1  1  Comment:  Plan  is  not  specific  enough  in  identifying  which  woody 

species  need  to  be  reduced  to  meet  DRFC. 

Response:  The  Desired  Range  of  Future  Conditions  section  of  Chapter  3 
of  the  draft  states.  “Rangeland  vegetation  includes  a  mosaic  of  multiple- 
aged  shrubs,  forbs.  and  native  and  desirable  nonnative  perennial  grasses. 
Shrub  overstories  are  present  in  a  variety  of  spatial  arrangements  and 
scales  across  the  landscape  level,  including  some  large  contiguous  blocks, 
islands,  and  corridors.  Shrub  overstories  are  present  in  predominantly 
mature,  late  structural  status.  Plant  communities  not  meeting  DRFC’s 
show  upward  trends  in  condition  and  structural  diversity.  Desirable  plants 
continue  to  improve  in  health  and  vigor.  New  infestations  of  noxious 
weeds  are  not  common  across  the  landscape,  and  existing  large  infestations 
are  declining.  Populations  and  habitat  of  rare  plant  species  are  stable  or 
continue  to  improve  in  vigor  and  distribution.  Western  juniper  dominance 
is  limited  to  rock  outcrops,  ridges,  mesas,  or  other  sites  where  wildfire 
frequency  is  limited  by  site  productivity.  Western  juniper  generally  occurs 
in  low  densities  in  association  with  vigorous  shrub,  grass,  and  forb  species, 
consistent  with  site  potential.  Historic  western  western  juniper  sites  retain 
old  growth  characteristics.  Quaking  aspen  communities  occupy  their 
historic  range  and  are  stable  or  improving  in  vigor.”  Proposed  actions 
within  the  Rangeland  Vegetation  section  of  Chapter  3  go  on  to  state  desired 
cover  values  and  locations  of  big  sagebrush  within  native  rangeland  and 
nonnative  seedings. 


156  1  1  Comment:  Do  not  burn  low  sagebrush. 

Reasons: 

critical  for  pronghorn  antelope  and  sage  grouse. 

Response:  Management  objectives  to  provide  appropriate  habitat  for 
pronghorn  antelope  and  sage  grouse  would  be  met  with  implementation  of 
any  prescribed  fire  proposed,  including  those  in  low  sagebrush  vegetation 
communities.  Though  site-specific  analysis  of  potential  impacts  to  all 
resource  values  would  be  completed  prior  to  individual  project  implemen¬ 
tation  in  fulfillment  of  NEPA  requirements,  the  intent  of  proposed  pre¬ 
scribed  burning  was  primarily  to  control  western  juniper  dominance  and 
maintain  diversity  and  structure  in  big  sagebrush  (primarily  mountain  big 
sagebrush)  communities.  Assumptions  pertaining  to  control  of  woody 
species,  for  analysis  purposes  in  Chapter  4,  were  revised  somewhat  in  the 
final  document  to  identify  that: 

•  Approximately  10%  of  the  166,000  acres  of  western  juniper  wood¬ 
lands — those  stands  dominated  by  trees  with  old  growth  characteristics — 
would  remain  untreated.  An  assumption  of  Alternatives  A,  C,  D,  D2,  and 
Proposed  RMP  in  the  Air  Resources  section  states  that  an  estimated  75  % 
of  western  juniper  communities  within  the  planning  unit  would  be  treated 
with  prescribed  fire,  thus  as  much  as  132,500  acres  of  juniper  dominated 
woodlands  may  be  burned  with  prescribed  fire  over  the  life  of  the  plan. 

The  combination  of  wildfire  and  prescribed  fire  would  retain  a  minimum  of 
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16,600  acres  of  stands  dominated  by  trees  with  old  growth  characteristics. 
It  is  recognized  that  some  acreage  within  diverse  vegetation  communities 
in  addition  to  the  estimated  16,600  acres  dominated  by  trees  with  old 
growth  characteristics  would  retain  western  juniper  occurrence  in  low 
density  in  association  with  vigorous  shrub,  grass,  and  forb  species, 
consistent  with  site  potential.  Areas  of  western  juniper  occurrence  include 
acreage  in  the  following  vegetation  communities  identified  in  Chapter  2; 
western  juniper/big  sagebrush,  western  juniper/low  sagebrush,  big  sage¬ 
brush/perennial  grassland,  mountain  big  sagebrush/grassland,  quaking 
aspen,  and  mountain  shrub. 


•  Fire  return  intervals  in  sagebrush/grassland  communities  vary  between 
25  and  100  or  more  years.  Mountain  big  sagebrush  communities  would 
tend  toward  the  lower  end  of  that  range,  while  Wyoming  big  sagebrush 
communities  would  tend  toward  the  upper  end  of  that  range.  The  average 
fire  return  interval,  when  considering  prescribed  fire  combined  with 
wildfire,  would  not  be  less  than  75  years  within  the  3,250,000  acres  of 
sagebrush/grassland  communities  identified. 


157  1  1  Comment:  Wyoming  big  sagebrush  must  be  managed  to  meet  the  needs 

of  sage  grouse. 

Response:  Management  Objective  2  within  the  Rangeland  Vegetation 
section  of  Chapter  3  of  the  draft  and  final  document  is,  “Manage  big 
sagebrush  cover  in  seedings  and  on  native  rangeland  to  meet  the  life 
history  requirements  of  sagebrush-dependent  wildlife.”  With  the  increas¬ 
ing  interest  in  meeting  the  habitat  needs  of  sage  grouse.  Appendix  F 
(Wildlife  Habitat  Descriptions  and  Considerations)  was  revised  in  the  final 
to  provide  additional  guidance  for  management  of  big  sagebrush  communi¬ 
ties  and  management  actions  of  Proposed  RMP  within  the  final  include, 
“Management  would  strive  for  about  70%  or  more  of  the  total  potential 
sagebrush  habitat  to  achieve  DRFC’s  in  each  resource  area  over  the  long 
term.  Native  range  and  most  seedings  would  be  managed  to  meet  the 
requirements  of  a  host  of  wildlife.  Management  would  be  to  maintain  or 
establish  diversity,  mosaics,  and  connectivity  of  sagebrush  between  GMA's 
at  middle  and  fine  scales.  The  obligation  to  provide  sagebrush  cover  for  its 
various  wildlife  habitat  values  would  be  met  in  most  areas.  The  overall 
goal  of  this  alternative  would  be  to  emphasize  plant  and  animal  community 
health  at  landscape  levels.  To  achieve  DRFC’s,  management  would 
include  a  variety  of  methods  to  increase  or  decrease  big  sagebrush  over¬ 
story.  Quantifications  of  shrub  occurrence  are  described  in  Appendix  F 
(Wildlife  Habitat  Descriptions  and  Considerations).” 


158  1  1  Comment:  The  acreage  of  proposed  sagebrush  control  is  not  included  in 

rangeland  vegetation  section. 

Response:  Estimates  and  constraints  on  the  potential  acreage  of  sagebrush 
treatment  are  stated  throughout  the  document  since  determination  of  site- 
specific  acreage  can  not  be  identified  at  this  mid-scale  level  of  planning. 
While  all  management  objectives  would  be  met  while  implementing 
proposed  sagebrush  control  actions,  especially  Rangeland  Vegetation 
Objective  2  identified  in  comment  response  157,  a  stated  assumption  for 
analysis  purposes  of  this  document  with  implementation  of  Proposed  RMP 
is,  “Through  the  life  of  the  plan,  no  more  than  123,500  acres  of  western 
juniper  woodland  fuel  type  and  no  more  than  250,000  acres  of  sagebrush/ 
grassland  fuel  types  would  be  burned  using  prescribed  fire.”  Additionally, 
assumptions  common  to  all  alternatives  within  the  Rangeland  Vegetation 
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analysis  include,  “Experience  shows  that  40  to  60%  of  prescribed  burn 
treatment  areas  are  “black  acres,”  creating  a  mosaic  pattern  of  islands  and 
stringers  and  maintain  some  structure  (connectivity)  and  the  desired 
diversity.  Wildfire  accomplishes  this  at  a  lesser  extent.”  Proposed  actions 
of  the  Air  Resources  section  of  Chapter  3,  Proposed  RMP,  state,  “Use 
pi  escribed  burning  to  treat  rangeland  areas  to  30,000  acres  per  year  and 
forested  areas  to  300  acres  per  year  or  the  equivalent  of  556,000  tons  of 
fuel  per  year.  Assumptions  under  Air  Resources,  Chapter  4,  state  that, 
“For  analysis  purposes,  it  is  assumed  that  during  the  life  of  the  plan,  an 
estimated  75%  of  western  juniper  communities  within  the  planning  unit 
would  be  treated  with  prescribed  fire,  but  7,000  acres  would  not  be 
exceeded  in  any  year.  Along  with  this,  an  estimated  50%  of  sagebrush/ 
grass  communities  would  be  subject  to  prescribed  fire  (black  acres)  while 
not  exceeding  15,000  acres  in  any  year.  There  are  300  acres,  or  the 
equivalent  of  9,600  tons,  of  forested  fuels  within  MRA  that  could  be 
prescribe  burned  annually;  however,  forested  acres  in  ARA  and  JRA  are 
limited.  These  are  estimated  maximum  acreages  for  smoke  emissions 
predictions,  and  are  neither  ceilings  or  targets.” 


159  1 


160  1 


161  1 


162  1 


Comment:  Page  3-71:  Alternative  C:  Explain  what  happens  on  the 
remaining  30%  of  sagebrush  habitat. 

Response:  Proposed  actions  of  Alternative  C  on  page  3-71  of  the  draft 
referenced  Appendix  O  (Best  Management  Practices)  to  describe  accept¬ 
able  wildlife  habitat  characteristics  within  sites  capable  of  supporting  big 
sagebrush.  Within  the  final  document,  these  criteria  were  all  moved  to 
Appendix  F  (Wildlife  Habitat  Descriptions  and  Considerations).  Appendix 
F  (Wildlife  Habitat  Descriptions  and  Considerations)  identifies  a  rationale 
lor  management  of  a  range,  less  than  100%  of  the  surface  area  of  potential 
big  sagebrush  vegetation  communities  to  provide  habitat  for  sagebrush- 
dependent  wildlife  species.  Reasonable  management  goals  were  developed 
that  are  measurable,  attainable,  and  based  on  professional  judgment  with 
consideration  of  past  disturbances  which  have  altered  vegetation  communi¬ 
ties  and  future  natural  disturbances,  including  wildfire,  which  would 
reduce  sagebrush  cover  for  a  period  of  time.  As  a  result,  30%  or  less  of  the 
potential  sagebrush  habitat  may  be  dominated  by  grassland  at  any  time 
through  the  life  of  the  plan. 

Comment:  Page  4-140:  para  2:  Meadows  are  not  rare  on  Steens  Moun¬ 
tain. 

Response:  Refer  to  Comments  Regarding  Andrews  Resource  Area  on 
page  1. 

Comment:  Appendix  F,  Page  315:  This  section  needs  to  include  salt 
desert  shrub,  streamside  riparian,  meadows,  wetlands,  mountain  brush, 
quaking  aspen,  subalpine,  and  natural  grasslands. 

Response:  Appendix  F  was  modified  to  address  this  concern. 


Comment:  Page  3-16:  Objective  1,  Alternative  C:  Proposal  is  unreason¬ 
able.  Where  man-made  seedings  are  in  good  to  excellent  condition,  there 
is  no  need  to  improve  them. 

Reasons: 

leave  well  enough  alone;  and 
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continue  to  make  use  of  seedings  to  improve  surrounding  native 
vegetation. 

Response:  It  is  assumed  the  comment  is  in  reference  to  the  Rangeland 
Vegetation  proposed  action  number  2,  “Implement  actions  to  diversify 
structure  and  composition  of  nonnative  seedings.  Provide  for  and  maintain 
forage  production  consistent  with  other  resource  objectives.”  Also  see 
comment  response  116,  119,  126,  128,  136,  and  187. 


163  1 


2 

2 


1 


1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 


1  Comment:  Soil  maps  need  to  be  completed  as  part  of  the  baseline  data 
(page  2-10). 

Response:  See  comment  response  1 14. 

Opinions  or  Preferences 

7  OHV,  off-trail  hiking,  and  livestock  and  pack  animals  are  major  causes  of 
weed  introduction  and  soil  disturbance. 

2  Advocate  strong  protection  for  native  perennial  grasslands. 

Reasons: 

supports  page  3-69; 

prevent  further  degradation;  and 

restore  vegetative  complexity. 

1  Agree  with  emphasizing  vegetation  management  that  targets  watershed  and 
diversity  and  not  PNC. 

1  Page  3-78:  Change  should  to  must  regarding  noxious  weeds. 

1  Page  4-42:  Weed  establishment  may,  change  to  will. 

1  Page  378:  Need  to  be  more  specific. 

1  There  is  no  evidence  that  crested  wheatgrass  will  dominate  existing  native 
plants. 

1  Under  Alternative  C,  the  at  risk  rangeland  is  an  important  issue  and 
aggressive  greenbelt  establishment  protects  community  health  at  the 
landscape  level. 

1  The  loss  of  ground  cover  plants  associated  with  late-seral  western  juniper 
is  the  most  visible  issue  of  concern. 

1  We  support  the  concept  of  DRFC  based  on  site  potential. 

1  Reseeding  burns  with  nonnatives  can  increase  species  diversity. 

1  Support  maintaining  shrub  cover  and  structural  diversity. 

1  Support  Objective  4  and  5  under  Rangeland  Vegetation. 

1  Alternative  C  does  not  provide  adequate  protection  of  upland  shrub  for 
wildlife;  Alternative  D  is  better. 

1  Do  not  support  chemical  control  of  native  vegetation. 


LETTER  NUMBER:  017,  030,  075,  093,  100,  103,  107,  149,  154,  157,  180,  218,  219,  222,  226,  232,  234, 
235,  240,  241,  257,  269,  273 


Special  Status  Plants 

No.  I  S 

164  4  4  Comment:  Management  actions  and  plant  needs  need  to  be  fully  under¬ 

stood  and  monitored  before  implementation. 

Response:  Within  a  framework  of  multiple  use,  it  is  not  always  possible  to 
fully  understand  needs  of  each  component  of  biological  systems  before 


37 


Proposed  Southeastern  Oregon  Resource  Management  Plan  and  Final  EIS 


commodity  uses  are  made  of  the  resources.  Ongoing  monitoring  helps 
determine  species  needs,  and  adaptive  management  would  help  accommo¬ 
date  those  needs  as  they  are  identified. 

165  2  2  Comment:  Rare  plant  sites  should  not  be  grazed. 

Response:  In  many  situations,,  grazing  does  not  directly  or  indirectly 
impact  rare  plants.  Monitoring  continues  to  help  identify  conflicts  which 
may  often  be  resolved  through  changes  in  grazing  timing  and  intensity,  as 
well  as  with  no  grazing. 

166  1  1  Comment:  Restore  Malheur  wire  lettuce. 

Response:  Malheur  wire  lettuce  is  not  found  within  the  area  encompassed 
by  the  SEORMP;  it  is  found  in  the  Three  Rivers  Resource  Area,  Burns 
BLM. 


167  1 


168  1 


169  1 


170 


171 


172  1 


Comment:  Leslie  Gulch  should  receive  management  attention  to  protect 
remarkable  plant  sites. 

Response:  Leslie  Gulch  is  an  ACEC  with  a  recent  management  plan.  The 
area  is  currently  receiving  management  attention  for  the  relevant  and 
important  values  found  within  the  ACEC,  of  which  special  status  plants  are 
part. 


Comment:  Arrange  plant  names  alphabetically  by  common  name. 

Response:  Plant  names  have  been  arranged  alphabetically  by  common 
name  in  Appendix  C. 


Comment:  Protect  rare  plants  through  ACEC/RNA  designations. 

Response:  Of  the  ACEC’s  being  considered  for  designation,  10  have 
special  status  (rare)  plant  species  as  at  least  one  of  the  relevant  and 
important  values  for  which  the  area  would  receive  special  management 
attention.  By  policy,  BLM  also  focuses  management  attention  on  rare 
plants  outside  ACEC’s. 


Comment:  Page  2-20:  Questions  BLM’s  authority  to  “create”  special 
lists. 

Response:  By  policy  and  guidance  of  BLM's  6840  Manual,  BLM  is 
directed  to  create  and  maintain  lists  of  special  status  species.  The  Oregon 
and  Washington  “BLM  Special  Status  Species  List”  was  most  recently 
published  by  the  Oregon  State  Office  in  January,  2000. 


Comment:  Need  to  survey  at  least  75%  of  likely  habitat  within  next  5 
years. 

Response:  BLM's  inventories  and  monitoring  are  dependent  on  available 
staff  and  funding.  Much  inventory  has  been  conducted  in  likely  habitat  for 
a  number  of  special  status  species,  with  the  continuing  goal  of  surveying 
additional  habitat  in  future  years. 


Comment:  Concern  that  the  document  incorrectly  states  that  species 
proposed  for  listing  are  treated  the  same  as  listed  species. 

Response:  Text  in  Chapter  1 ,  Program  Planing  Criteria,  has  been  changed 
to  show  that  BLM  conferences  with  USFWS  on  proposed  species.  BLM 
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6840  Manual  (1988)  states  that  “Species  proposed  for  listing  as  T/E  and 
proposed  critical  habitat  shall  be  managed  with  the  same  level  of  protec¬ 
tion  provided  for  T/E  species  except  that  formal  consultations  are  not 
required.” 

Opinions  or  Preferences 

2  2  Support  Alternative  C  but  increase  monitoring. 

2  2  Support  Alternative  D. 

LETTER  NUMBER:  030,  075,  080,  107,  109,  110,  218,  240,  241 

Wildlife 

No.  I  S 

173  6  6  Comment:  BLM  must  provide  more  information  on  wildlife;  especially 

their  economic  values,  and  by  species  regardless  of  profile,  etc.  In  achiev¬ 
ing  ecosystem  approach  to  land  management,  obtaining  baseline  data  on 
wildlife  species  must  be  a  BLM  priority. 

Response:  In  response  to  Draft  SEORMP/EIS  comments,  BLM  clarified, 
corrected,  and  edited  parts  of  the  existing  environment.  The  narratives  and 
tables  contained  in  Chapter  2  present  a  reasonable  profile  of  the  species  of 
wildlife  that  occupy  the  planning  area  and  the  important  habitat  compo¬ 
nents  and  relationships  BLM  needs  to  incoiporate  into  activity  planning. 

Economic  values  for  wildlife  in  both  the  draft  and  final  are  described  in 
general  terms  using  game  and  nongame  species  labels.  Also  see  comment 
response  209. 

BLM  relies  upon  an  extensive  library  of  scientific  literature  from  a  variety 
of  sources  including  the  science  reports  from  the  ICBEMR  These  sources 
are  used  for  context  in  assessing  specific  proposed  actions.  Listing  all  of 
the  references  would  be  impractical  and  Council  on  Environmental  Quality 
(CEQ)  regulations  do  not  require  RMP's  to  be  encyclopedic  documents. 

BLM  acknowledges  that  for  many  species  of  wildlife,  particularly  non¬ 
game,  there  are  limited  data  available  in  the  scientific  literature  regarding 
specific  habitat  requirements.  Furthermore,  surveys  documenting  their 
absence  or  presence  within  the  planning  area  are  limited.  Until  more 
specific  data  are  derived  from  surveys  and  scientific  literature,  BLM  has 
determined  that:  (1)  general  vegetative  health  reflected  in  plant  reproduc¬ 
tive  success,  reasonable  utilization  levels,  and  the  presence  of  structural 
complexity  are  prudent  management  criteria  appropriate  for  a  land  use 
plan;  and  (2)  habitat  relationships  indicated  in  “Wildlife  in  Managed 
Rangelands,  The  Relationship  of  Terrestrial  Vertebrates  to  Plant  Communi¬ 
ties  and  Structural  Conditions”  are  a  sound  basis  for  guiding  general 
management  practices  at  the  land  use  plan  scale. 

174  3  3  Comment:  Suggest  adding  certain  species  to  Table  2-15  per  information 

collected  by  Oregon  Breeding  Bird  Atlas  Project. 

Response:  Data  provided  as  a  result  of  the  Oregon  Breeding  Bird  Atlas 
Project  were  incorporated  into  Chapter  2  PSEORMP/FEIS  tables. 
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175  2  2  Comment:  BLM  needs  to  address  AUM  allocations  for  wildlife  under 

each  alternative. 

Response:  As  stated  in  the  Draft  SEORMP/EIS,  there  is  no  reallocation  of 
wildlife  forage  proposed  in  the  SEORMP.  Adjustments  necessary  to  meet 
wildlife  and  livestock  forage  needs  would  be  addressed  concurrently  with 
rangeland  evaluations  at  the  GMA  level  regardless  of  the  alternative.  Also 
refer  to  the  Appendix  F  (Wildlife  Habitat  Descriptions  and  Considerations) 
and  Chapter  2  narratives  about  forage  demand  and  how  it  was  derived. 

*  ' 

During  public  scoping  and  in  the  course  of  writing  the  Draft  SEORMP/ 
EIS,  BLM  asked  ODFW  if  there  were  any  specific  forage  demand  prob¬ 
lems  needing  immediate  resolution,  and  none  were  identified. 

176  1  3  Comment:  Elk  are  not  native  to  Steens  Mountain  and  they  should  be 

reduced  or  removed. 

Response:  Refer  to  Comments  Regarding  Andrews  Resource  Area  on 
page  1. 

177  1  3  Comment:  Beavers  have  damaged  creeks. 

Response:  Because  beaver  harvest  willow  and  other  woody  species, 
sporadic  population  increases  certainly  influence  watersheds  and  riparian 
condition.  However,  BLM  believes  it  is  erroneous  to  conclude  that  the 
primary  influence  beavers  have  on  streams  is  negative.  Beavers  provide  an 
important  long-term,  positive  influence  on  stream  ecology  and  watershed 
processes. 


178  1  3  Comment:  Deer  populations  have  declined.  There  are  a  number  of  other 

factors  that  effect  wildlife  populations  in  general  that  BLM  did  not  discuss 
adequately  in  the  Draft  SEORMP/EIS. 

Response:  BLM  agrees  with  the  comment  that  there  are  a  variety  of 
factors  in  addition  to  habitat  conditions  that  influence  wildlife  populations 
such  as  disease,  predation,  parasites,  weather,  accidents,  population  cycles, 
and  so  on.  Chapter  2  was  edited  to  acknowledge  that  point. 

However,  the  SEORMP  is  primarily  a  land-  and  habitat-based  document. 

It  was  assumed  in  the  Draft  SEORMP/EIS  that  there  are  other  physical  and 
biological  mechanisms  at  work  limiting  wildlife  but  they  are  matters 
peripheral  to  the  land  use  allocation  process  which  the  plan  is  intended  to 
address.  Recognizing  that  there  are  other  influences  that  affect  wildlife, 
BLM  would  continue  as  a  land  managing  agency  to  focus  primary  attention 
on  habitat-related  matters  that  are  within  the  span  of  influence.  Where 
disease  or  other  cyclic  factors  may  be  temporarily  limiting  wildlife 
numbers,  BLM  recognizes  that  population  recovery  and  resilience  is  very 
dependent  upon  quality  habitat  components  (forage,  cover,  structure, 
security,  and  water)  being  available  for  wildlife  to  use. 

179  2  4  Comment:  Mountain  lions  are  increasing  and  devastate  big  game  and 

cattle.  BLM  should  include  management  objectives  for  predators. 

Response:  As  the  primary  animal  population  and  species  managers  of 
wildlife  in  the  State,  it  is  the  role  of  ODFW  to  consider  animal  damage 
control  for  the  purpose  of  managing  wildlife,  not  the  BLM.  This  is  BLM 
policy  and  it  is  covered  in  a  national  master  memorandum  of  understanding 
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with  game  departments  and  the  U.S.  Department  of  Agriculture-Animal 
and  Plant  Health  Inspection  Service  (USD A- APHIS)  throughout  the 
western  states.  Animal  damage  control  actions  have  already  been  analyzed 
in  the  1996  “John  Day  Animal  Damage  Control  EA”  which  is  tiered  to  a 
completed  environmental  impact  statement  written  by  USDA-APHIS. 


Vale  District  has  an  approved  “Kit  Fox  Habitat  Management  Plan”  which 
was  written  primarily  to  trigger  an  annual  dialog  with  USDA-APHIS 
regarding  avoidance  of  traps  and  toxicants  in  kit  fox  habitat.  Also  see 
comment/response  178. 


Comment:  The  habitat  needs  of  recreationally  significant  species  are  not 
adequately  addressed  in  Alternative  C. 

Response:  The  Draft  SEORMP/EIS  analyzed  a  range  of  alternatives 
which  addressed  variations  in  emphasis  on  game  and  nongame  wildlife. 
BLM  received  comments  indicating  that  there  was  not  enough  emphasis 
placed  on  either  class  of  wildlife. 


The  preferred  alternative  in  the  Draft  SEORMP/EIS  and  the  Proposed 
RMP  of  the  PSEORMP/FEIS  promote  a  balanced  game  and  nongame 
emphasis,  to  the  extent  that  it  is  practical,  and  indicates  wildlife  habitat 
conservation  measures  would  be  pursued  over  the  life  of  the  plan  regard¬ 
less  of  the  game  or  nongame  label. 


Chapter  2  narratives  and  tables  and  Appendix  F  (Wildlife  Habitat  Descrip¬ 
tions  and  Considerations)  information  provide  a  reasonably  balanced 
picture  of  game  and  nongame  wildlife  values  that  were  identified  as  areas 
of  concern  by  the  public  during  scoping.  The  Draft  SEORMP/EIS  and 
PSEORMP/FEIS  information  on  wildlife  reveals  which  habitat  issues  are 
important  for  management  of  healthy  rangelands  that  support  wildlife. 

Any  of  the  species  and  issues  specifically  described  in  the  PSEORMP/ 
FEIS  or  referenced  in  the  “Wildlife  in  Managed  Rangelands”  (1984)  may 
be  included  in  assessments  and  prescriptive  management. 


Comment:  Calculations  of  wildlife  AUM’s  in  the  Draft  SEORMP/EIS 
differ  from  the  “Three  Rivers  RMP”;  livestock  AUM’s  are  higher  than  they 
should  be;  further  explain  calculations. 

Response:  Competitive  forage  demand  figures  for  big  game  were  adjusted 
in  the  PSEORMP/FEIS  so  they  are  consistent  with  the  “Three  Rivers 
RMP”  as  suggested  by  the  ODFW.  Refer  also  to  Appendix  F  (Wildlife 
Habitat  Descriptions  and  Considerations)  for  an  explanation  of  the  calcula¬ 
tion  method. 

Comment: 

•  Wildlife  will  move  to  private  lands  that  are  grazed  if  grazing  is  elimi¬ 
nated. 

•  Grazing  use  destroys  wildlife  habitat. 

•  Grazing  use  is  vital  to  the  survival  of  wildlife. 

Response:  Two  prevalent  opinions  voiced  during  the  scoping,  public 
meetings,  and  public  comment  periods  were  that  either  all  wildlife  suffer 
from  the  effects  of  public  land  grazing  or  that  grazing  is  needed  in  order  to 
sustain  wildlife  habitat  health.  Most  professional  land  managing  agency 


Proposed  Southeastern  Oregon  Resource  Management  Plan  and  Final  EIS 

biologists  experienced  in  assessing  rangelands  would  agree  that  these 
views  tend  to  overstate  or  understate  the  consequences  of  grazing  use  on 
wildlife  habitat.  Stocking  levels,  class  of  livestock,  seasons  of  use,  water 
distributions,  landform  character,  pasture  size,  herding  practices,  and  other 
factors  in  combination  determine  the  extent  to  which  grazing  has  impacts 
on  wildlife  (such  as  trampling,  defoliation,  alteration  of  plant  structure, 
social  avoidance,  and  so  on).  Impacts  of  grazing  are  best  determined  at  the 
activity  plan  level  for  a  specific  area,  they  can  only  be  addressed  in  general 
ways  within  the  PSEORMP/FEIS. 


BLM  acknowledges  that  grazing  use  influences  the  distribution  of  wildlife 
on  private  and  public  lands.  Elk  use  in  response  to  livestock  grazing 
illustrates  how  variable  and  context  sensitive  the  interactions  of  wildlife 
and  livestock  really  are.  For  instance,  elk  tend  to:  (1)  exhibit  social 
intolerance  to  the  presence  of  cattle  on  summer  range;  (2)  prefer  to  winter 
on  lands  that  are  periodically  grazed  due  to  forage  conditioning;  and  (3) 
tend  to  occupy  rested  pastures  in  the  summer  and  fall.  The  relationships 
are  complex. 


The  Draft  SEORMP/EIS  reference  to  elk  preferring  areas  periodically 
grazed  by  livestock  is  based  on  documented  elk  behavior  on  winter  ranges 
reported  by  game  departments  in  Oregon  and  Montana. 


Chapter  2  and  Appendix  F  (Wildlife  Habitat  Descriptions  and  Consider¬ 
ations)  were  edited  to  clarify  BLM  biologist  views  about  the  relationship 
between  grazing  use  and  wildlife  in  multiple  use  settings. 


Comment:  Manage  the  planning  area  as  a  wildlife  reserve. 

Response.  According  to  the  FLPMA,  wildlife  habitat  on  public  land  is  to 
be  managed  in  a  matrix  of  multiple  uses  under  the  principles  of  sustained 
yield  of  resources.  Because  of  this  legislative  foundation,  managing  the 
public  land  as  a  wildlife  preserve  on  a  broad-scale  basis,  as  it  seems  to 
have  been  suggested,  is  not  a  lawful  option  for  BLM  to  consider. 


This  is  not  to  imply  that  wildlife  values  should  not  be  protected,  empha¬ 
sized,  and  even  maximized  in  certain  areas,  which  are  each  examples  of 
appropriate  multiple  use  goals.  It  simply  means  that  on  most  of  the  public 
land  where  commodity-oriented  activities  are  authorized,  the  wildlife 
habitat  values  would  often  be  less  than  optimal  for  wildlife. 


Comment:  Hungarian  partridge  populations  are  vulnerable  to  late-spring 
early-fall  grazing;  desert  partridge  are  vulnerable  to  cattle  foraging 
intensity. 

Response:  See  comment  response  182. 

Comment:  Page  2-54:  Sage  grouse  discussion  lacks  effects  of  hunting 
and  predators  and  environmental  factors. 

Response:  See  comment  response  178  and  179. 

Comment:  Page  3-26:  The  objective  to  manage  with  equal  emphasis  on 
game  and  nongame  species  communities  is  unattainable  because  it  is 
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impossible  to  manage  equally  for  all  species.  The  plan  fails  to  address  the 
habitat  requirements  of  individual  species. 

Response:  BLM  agrees  that  it  is  not  possible  to  manage  for  all  species  of 
wildlife  on  the  same  piece  of  land  at  the  same  time.  The  Draft  SEORMP/ 
EIS  does  not  propose  this  form  of  management.  BLM  also  agrees  that 
many  common  management  actions  result  in  both  positive  and  negative 
impacts  to  wildlife  depending  upon  the  species,  habitat  requirements,  and 
seasons  of  use. 


BLM  contends  that  it  is  indeed  possible  to  give  reasonable  consideration  to 
communities  of  wildlife  by  using  current  research  findings  about  indi¬ 
vidual  species  requirements  (including  the  ICBEMP  science  reports)  and 
the  habitat  relationships  data  provided  in  Thomas  et  al.  (1984)  when 
analyzing  and  prescribing  management.  These  are  in  fact  the  assumptions, 
directions,  and  intent  identified  for  wildlife  and  special  status  species 
objectives  in  Proposed  RMP,  D2,  C,  and  D  Alternatives  of  the  Draft 
SEORMP/EIS  and  PSEORMP/FEIS. 


The  Draft  SEORMP/EIS  Chapter  3,  Special  Status  Species,  expanded 
narrative  states:  “Individual  species  requirements  would  be  included  in 
management  prescriptions,  but  not  to  an  extent  that  overemphasizes  the 
value  of  any  one  habitat.”  BLM  has  assumed  from  the  beginning  that 
managing  for  community  health  requires  some  fundamental  understanding 
of  the  requirements  of  individual  species  (such  as  the  components  of 
wildlife  communities)  in  order  to  arrive  at  the  proper  prescriptive  manage¬ 
ment.  Chapter  2  tables  and  narratives  in  the  Draft  SEORMP/EIS  and 
PSEORMP/FEIS  both  describe  many  specific  habitat  needs  for  wildlife 
and  their  habitats  within  the  planning  area  and  reference  is  made  to  the 
library  of  information  available  in  other  scientific  literature.  Also  see 
comment  response  173. 


187  1  1  Comment:  Page  3-70:  Several  commenters  were  opposed  to  managing 

big  sagebrush  in  seeding  for  the  benefit  of  wildlife  because  it  would  reduce 
forage  capability.  It  was  also  asserted  that  the  rationale  for  this  manage¬ 
ment  is  groundless  and  that  sagebrush  is  a  weed. 

Response:  It  is  acknowledged  that  the  plan  goals  for  shrub  cover  values 
important  to  wildlife  (see  Appendix  F)  may  reduce  some  forage  production 
capability  for  livestock.  Moreover,  as  a  goal  it  would  be  a  departure  from 
BLM’s  historic  management  philosophy  that  seedings  would  be  completely 
retreated  on  a  periodic  basis  to  reduce  shrub  cover  and  enhance  livestock 
forage  production. 


Although  under  Alternative  C  and  the  Proposed  RMP  certain  seedings  may 
indeed  be  retreated  partially  or  completely  for  forage  production  reasons, 
consideration  would  be  given  to  the  criteria  for  wildlife  indicated  in 
Appendix  F  (Wildlife  Habitat  Descriptions  and  Considerations).  Range- 
land  health  standards  and  cumulative  losses  of  shrublands  throughout  the 
west  have  resulted  in  the  need  to  take  a  slightly  different  approach  to 
sagebrush  management  than  what  may  have  been  considered  appropriate  in 
the  past.  This  would  be  especially  important  for  sage  grouse  and  other 
wildlife  dependent  upon  sagebrush  that  are  suffering  population  declines 
throughout  much  of  their  range. 
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BLM  would  continue  to  substantially  use  seedings  for  spring  livestock 
forage  and  deferment  of  grazing  use  on  native  range  during  the  critical 
growing  season.  Nevertheless,  the  Draft  SEORMP/EIS  Figure  2- 1  on  page 
2-42  indicates  why  sagebrush  is  so  important  to  wildlife  at  the  broad 
community  level  whether  it  is  native  or  seeded  rangeland. 


From  a  wildlife  habitat  viewpoint,  BLM  disagrees  with  the  opinion  of 
some  that  the  value  of  sagebrush  was  overemphasized  in  the  Draft 
SEORMP/EIS  or  that  wildlife  do  not  use  sagebrysh  habitats.  On  the 
contrary,  sagebrush  and  its  importance  to  wildlife  is  well  supported  by  a 
wide  array  of  technical  literature  and  the  personal  field  observations  of 
biologists  that  have  worked  in  eastern  Oregon  for  decades.  Also  see 
comment  response  150. 


188  1  1  Comment:  MapWLDF-1:  Object  to  designating  elk  winter  range  in 

Spring  Mountain  Allotment. 

Response:  Tables  of  big  game  numbers,  management  objectives,  and 
distributions  were  provided  by  the  ODFW  to  indicate  roughly  how  many 
big  game  are  present,  what  the  overall  population  trends  are,  and  reason¬ 
able  long-term  distributions.  Current  numbers  are  best  estimates  and 
management  objectives  were  set  using  administrative  processes  determined 
appropriate  by  the  State  of  Oregon,  not  the  BLM.  Mapped  distributions 
are  approximate  and  subject  to  variations  because  of  population  fluctua¬ 
tions,  drought,  severe  winter  weather,  and  conditions  on  adjoining  private 
lands. 


Big  game  data  presented  are  appropriate  for  the  land  use  planning  process 
and  they  are  included  because  the  Desired  Range  of  Future  Conditions 
narrative  indicates  BLM  would  provide  habitat  for  “big  game  populations 
at  near  state  wildlife  agency  objectives.” 


189  1  1  Comment:  BLM  has  little  information  on  nongame  species  population 

status  and  requirement. 

Response:  See  comment  response  173,  180,  and  186. 


190  1  1  Comment:  Habitat  evaluations  were  not  conducted  as  part  of  plan. 

Response:  General  habitat  values,  relationships,  and  objectives  for 
wildlife  are  disclosed  in  the  plan.  Specific  habitat  evaluations  and  their 
consistency  with  the  PSEORMP/FEIS  in  relation  to  forage,  cover,  struc¬ 
ture,  security,  and  water  are  left  to  be  addressed  in  the  rangeland  assess¬ 
ment  process  within  GMA’s.  Also  see  comment  response  191. 

191  1  1  Comment:  The  Draft  SEORMP/EIS  provided  no  evaluation  of  mechanis¬ 

tic/community  relationships  within  the  planning  area. 

Response:  The  comment  was  not  accompanied  with  an  explanation  as  to 
what  mechanistic/community  relationships  were  intended  to  mean  or  an 
example  of  how  it  might  be  defined  and  applied  in  BLM  management. 
Chapter  2  narratives  and  tables  describe  fundamental  wildlife  habitat 
elements  and  Appendix  F  (Wildlife  Habitat  Descriptions  and  Consider¬ 
ations)  indicates  the  habitat  descriptions  and  considerations  that  are  of 
importance  to  wildlife. 
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BLM  plans  to  rely  substantially  on  the  principles  and  habitat  relationships 
set  out  in  Thomas  et  al.  (1984)  and  science  reports  from  the  ICBEMP  Final 
EIS.  Although  there  would  likely  be  changes  in  information  for  some 
species  based  on  research,  BLM  believes  that  there  are  a  number  of 
fundamental  wildlife  habitat  principles  that  pertain  to  wildlife  communities 
and  landscapes  contained  in  “Wildlife  in  Managed  Rangelands”  1984  that 
would  continue  to  be  of  value  for  wildlife  habitat  management  well  into 
the  foreseeable  future. 


Comment:  OHV  use  significantly  impacts  native  wildlife  species  by 
habitat  fragmentation,  erosion,  and  weed  dispersal. 

Response:  BLM  recognizes  that  OHV  use  can  adversely  affect  wildlife 
through  direct  habitat  loss  and/or  disturbances  to  security.  The  page  2-44 
Draft  SEORMP/EIS  narrative  on  habitat  security  was  meant  to  generically 
address  any  sort  of  disturbance  during  breeding  or  wintering  regardless  of 
the  source.  The  Habitat  Security  section  of  Chapter  2  and  the  narrative  in 
Appendix  F  (Wildlife  Habitat  Descriptions  and  Considerations)  were  both 
edited  to  be  more  explicit  in  the  PSEORMP/FEIS. 


The  degree  of  OHV  impacts  affecting  wildlife  does  not  warrant  special 
designations  for  wildlife  protection  at  this  time.  Some  asserted  that 
protection  for  wildlife  is  needed  immediately  although  no  specific  geo¬ 
graphic  areas  needing  protection  were  provided.  BLM  acknowledges  that 
the  trend  towards  increased  recreational  use  of  public  land  is  likely  to  lead 
to  conflicts  in  seasonal  OHV  use  that  would  need  to  be  resolved  at  a  future 
date.  The  SEORMP  foresees  that  OHV  use  resulting  in  these  kinds  of 
impacts  would  be  mitigated  through  emergency  closures,  seasonal  restric¬ 
tions  and  rehabilitation. 

Comment:  The  plan  fails  to  address  impacts  on  arid  low  elevation  sites 
which  are  least  resilient,  contain  essential  habitat  for  a  diverse  assemblage 
of  reptiles  and  songbirds,  and  near  rare  plant  sites. 

Response:  BLM  agrees  that  arid  low  elevation  wildlife  habitats  are 
particularly  vulnerable  and  less  resilient  to  the  effects  of  land  uses. 
However,  the  S&G’s  provide  the  administrative  mechanisms  necessary  to 
prevent  or  mitigate  adverse  effects  of  grazing  use  in  any  rangeland  regard¬ 
less  of  elevation.  The  SEORMP  prescribes  management  consistent  with 
soils,  site  potential,  and  so  on. 


Comment:  Need  complete  inventory  of  herpetofauna  and  migratory 
songbirds  in  the  salt  desert  shrub  and  Wyoming  sagebrush  habitats  which 
are  being  degraded  by  OHV  use. 

Response:  See  comment  response  173  and  186. 


Comment:  BLM  must  recognize  importance  of  late  serai  or  PNC  habitats 
and  manage  accordingly. 

Response:  BLM  agrees  that  there  are  high  quality  wildlife  habitat  features 
associated  with  PNC  and  late  serai  conditions  that  need  to  be  protected 
through  objectives  in  grazing  allotment  management  plans.  However, 
desirable  wildlife  habitat  does  not  always  equate  to  the  highest  ecological 
condition  possible  and  other  lower  serai  stages  may  be  quite  adequate  to 
meet  wildlife  needs.  Chapter  2  and  Appendix  F  (Wildlife  Habitat  Descrip¬ 
tions  and  Considerations)  were  edited  in  the  PSEORMP/FEIS  to  clarify 
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some  aspects  of  rangeland  ecological  conditions  and  wildlife  habitats  that 
were  implied  but  not  clearly  stated  in  the  draft. 


An  objective  to  manage  for  PNC  or  late  conditions  for  wildlife  needs  to  be 
tempered.  For  instance,  according  to  the  definitions  used  in  BLM  range 
condition  surveys  or  ESI,  shrub  cover  values  at  PNC  can  be  very  limited. 
Serai  stage  objectives  for  wildlife  would  best  be  determined  at  the  fine 
scale  within  activity  plans. 

>  ' 

196  1  1  Comment:  The  plan  must  specify  management  actions  that  will  be  taken 

for  bats,  there  are  7  BLM  sensitive  species  in  the  Owyhee  ecosystem. 

Response:  BLM  objectives  for  riparian  areas,  upland  habitats,  and  special 
status  species  habitats  would  be  sufficient  to  address  management  for  bats 
in  activity  plans.  Also  see  comment  response  173. 

197  1  1  Comment:  Plan  fails  to  analyze  effects  by  watershed,  fails  to  present 

sufficient  data  and  analysis  of  wildlife,  biodiversity,  and  special  status 
species  to  consider  and  analyze  consequences  of  management  actions. 

Response:  The  SEORMP  proposes  to  address  management  for  wildlife 
within  GMA’s  in  the  context  of  range  health  evaluations. 

198  1  1  Comment:  The  plan  fails  to  recognize  importance  of  dispersal  and 

migration  corridors,  and  how  its  actions  fragment  or  connect  habitat. 

Response:  Attaining  healthy  and  connected  habitats  at  most  fine  and  mid 
scales  as  proposed  in  Alternative  C  and  the  Proposed  RMP  would  provide 
habitat  capable  of  providing  corridors,  dispersal  areas,  and  so  on. 

199  1  1  Comment:  BLM  should  develop  up-to-date  biodiversity  information  on 

potential  impacts  as  part  of  NEPA,  including  key  ecosystem  indicator 
species,  critical  habitats,  and  biodiversity  objectives  and  management 
strategies. 

Response:  Key  species  of  wildlife  would  be  identified  within  GMA’s  to 
assist  in  analyzing  conditions  and  prescribing  appropriate  management. 

For  instance,  as  stated  in  Chapter  2  and  3  of  the  Draft  SEORMP/EIS  and 
PSEORMP/FEIS,  sage  grouse  are  a  good  proxy  for  evaluating  habitat 
health  in  big  sagebrush  types.  As  sage  grouse  habitat  needs  are  met,  a  wide 
range  of  other  species  would  also  have  adequate  forage,  cover,  structure, 
and  so  on.  Also  see  comment  response  186  and  191. 

200  1  1  Comment:  Loss  of  sagebrush  cover  has  a  negative  impact  on  a  variety  of 

wildlife  species,  including  mule  deer,  songbirds,  sage  grouse,  and  reptiles. 

Response:  Sagebrush  habitat  values  are  addressed  substantially  in  the 
Draft  SEORMP/EIS  and  PSEORMP/FEIS.  Also  see  comment  response 
173,  180,  186,  187,  and  191. 

201  1  1  Comment:  BLM  needs  measurable  herbaceous  cover  standards  in  order  to 

protect  sage  grouse  nesting  habitat.  A  stubble  height  of  at  least  9  inches  on 
grasses  and  forbs  should  be  specified  where  grazing  use  overlaps  with 
nesting  habitat. 
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Response:  The  best  available  science  (Western  Association  of  Fish  and 
Wildlife  Agencies  “Guidelines  for  Management  of  Sage  Grouse  Popula¬ 
tions  and  Habitats”)  indicates  there  is  little  direct  experimental  evidence 
linking  grazing  practices  to  sage  grouse  population  levels,  but  that  grass 
height  and  cover  affect  sage  grouse  site  selection  and  success.  Thus, 
indirect  evidence  suggests  that  excessive  grazing  by  livestock  and  wild 
herbivores  in  breeding  habitat  may  have  negative  impacts  on  sage  grouse 
populations. 


Excessive  grazing  use  associated  with  negative  effects  on  sage  grouse 
nesting  success  is  inconsistent  with  the  S&G’s  and  would  therefore  be 
grounds  for  livestock  grazing  adjustments  whether  sage  grouse  are  present 
or  not. 


Until  there  is  a  better  common  understanding  and  agreement  between  BLM 
and  agencies  such  as  ODFW  regarding  utilization  protocols  in  sage  grouse 
nesting  habitat,  stubble  height  is  viewed  as  one  of  several  acceptable  ways 
to  monitor  grass  cover  conditions  in  nesting  habitat.  It  is  not  the  only  way: 
for  instance,  a  correlation  of  residual  cover  measurements  (in  nesting 
habitat)  with  commonly  used  utilization  classes  would  likely  permit  BLM 
to  address  herbaceous  cover  concerns  adequately.  This  correlation  has  yet 
to  be  determined.  Also  refer  to  Appendix  F  (Wildlife  Habitat  Descriptions 
and  Considerations)  under  the  Grazing  Use  Considerations  for  Upland 
Habitats  section. 

202  1  1  Comment:  BLM  should  coordinate  with  ODFW  regarding  game  manage¬ 

ment. 

Response:  BLM  coordination  with  ODFW  has  been  as  open  and  frequent 
as  possible  during  the  Draft  SEORMP/EIS  formulation.  This  working 
relationship  would  continue  following  issuance  of  the  records  of  decision 
in  all  substantive  matters  related  to  wildlife  management. 


203  1  1  Comment:  Page  4-21- 4-23:  The  level  of  western  juniper  and  sagebrush 

control  would  not  meet  wildlife  needs  under  Alternative  C  as  numerous 
species  would  be  affected. 

Response:  Appendix  F  (Wildlife  Habitat  Descriptions  and  Considerations) 
describes  habitat  characteristics  that  would  be  attained  in  most  western 
juniper  and  sagebrush  control  areas. 

204  1  1  Comment:  Page  4-80:  The  analysis  that  impacts  would  occur  where 

western  juniper  is  “normally  patchy,  rare,  or  absent”  is  inaccurate. 

Response:  The  analysis  indicates  that  impacts  to  wildlife  habitat  where 
western  juniper  is  currently  present  would  be  limited  where  the  site 
potential  indicates  the  treatment  is  in  a  rangeland  type  and  not  western 
juniper  woodland  type. 

205  1  1  Comment:  Page  3-90:  Modify  monitoring  statement  for  bighorns  to  all 

species  of  wildlife  and  wild  horses. 

Response:  The  monitoring  statement  at  this  location  in  the  document  is 
specific  to  meeting  management  objectives  for  bighorn  populations  and 
habitat.  Monitoring  to  meet  other  objectives  identifies  similar  data  needs 
for  other  wildlife,  wild  horses,  and  livestock. 
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206  1  1  Comment:  Delete  “Wildlife  Habitat  Protection”  BMP’s  because  they  are 

not  relevant  to  soil  and  water  protection. 

Response:  Reference  to  wildlife  habitat  was  removed  from  the  BMP's  in 
the  final  document.  Much  of  the  information  was  moved  to  Appendix  F 
(Wildlife  Habitat  Descriptions  and  Considerations). 

207  1  1  Comment:  Amend  wildlife  objective  to  manage  for  wildlife/livestock 

predators. 

Response:  Predator  control  actions  are  the  province  of  the  state  and 
USDA-APHIS-WS,  not  the  BLM. 


208  1  1  Comment:  Object  to  reliance  on  the  1997  “Oregon  Bighorn  Management 

Plan.” 

Response:  BLM  routinely  incorporates  the  content  of  existing  state 
management  plans  into  land  management  prescriptions  and  will  continue  to 
do  so  in  the  future.  The  only  caveat  to  the  acknowledgment  of  state  plans 
is  that  they  need  to  conform  to  general  principles  of  multiple  use  manage¬ 
ment.  The  bighorn  plan  meets  this  criteria. 


209  1  1  Comment:  Hunters  and  anglers  should  not  be  classified  with  grazing  as 

consumptive  users. 

Response:  USFWS  classifies  hunting  and  fishing  as  consumptive  wildlife 
uses  because  once  an  animal  is  harvested  it  is  no  longer  available  to  others. 
This  contrasts  with  a  nonconsumtive  wildlife  use,  such  as  wildlife  observa¬ 
tion.  which  does  not  prevent  others  from  also  seeing  and  enjoying  wildlife. 
The  analysis  emphasizes  commodities  (game  species)  in  Alternative  A  and 
more  natural  values  (game  and  nongame)  in  Alternatives  B,  C.  D,  D2,  and 
Proposed  RMP. 


2 

1 

1 


2 

1 

1 


1  1 
1  1 

1  1 


Opinions  or  Preferences 

Protect  Oregon’s  high  desert  for  wildlife. 

Support  Alternative  D. 

Support  Alternative  C  (with  equal  emphasis  to  improving  habitat  for  all 
wildlife). 

Put  wildlife  habitat  first  over  cattle. 

Page  4-66-  4-97:  Impact  analysis  is  inaccurate  and  inadequate  in  this 
section. 

Page  4-23-  4-36:  Alternative  D:  At  these  levels  of  brush  control,  wildlife 
needs  may  be  met  if  constraints  protecting  key  habitats  are  followed. 

Page  4-81;  para  5:  Agree  that  wild  horses  pose  impacts  on  wildlife  water. 


LETTER  NUMBER:  027,  031,  058,  078,  107,  110,  149,  157,  180,  200,  220,  226,  231,  232,  235,  241,  266 


Special  Status  Animals  (Terrestrial) 

No.  I  S 

210  4  10 
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Comment:  Remove  domestic  sheep  from  or  near  bighorn  range.  The 
level  of  detail  shown  for  bighorn  sheep  in  the  Draft  SEORMP/EIS  is 
needed  for  other  species  in  the  plan. 


Comment  Responses  and  Reprinted  Letters 


Response:  Bighorn  management  guidelines  in  the  SEORMP  would 
conform  to  existing  national  BLM  policy  which  is  the  product  of  a  collabo¬ 
rative  effort  that  included  wool-growers,  state  fish  and  game  agencies,  and 
BLM  staff.  This  policy,  which  was  described  in  the  Draft  SEORMP/EIS  in 
Chapter  4  assumptions,  was  moved  to  Chapter  2  in  the  PSEORMP/FEIS 
under  the  bighorn  narrative  section. 


The  separate  bighorn  sheep  objective  and  level  of  management  detail  about 
bighorns  in  the  Draft  SEORMP/EIS  was  warranted  primarily  because  there 
was  enough  specific  information  available  for  BLM  to  do  so  and  a  need  to 
amend  existing  habitat  management  plans  for  bighorn  was  expressed  by 
the  ODFW.  Vale  District  was  preparing  to  revise  an  existing  habitat 
management  plan  and  write  an  environmental  assessment  (EA)  on  bighorn 
management  for  Malheur  County  in  1 995  but  chose  to  delay  that  effort  and 
incorporate  the  content  of  the  EA  within  the  this  plan.  This  choice  for 
delay  and  incorporation  was  made  by  agreement  with  the  planning  area’s 
district  manager  and  the  regional  supervisor  of  the  ODFW. 

Comment:  Inventory,  protect,  and  expand  plan  discussion  of  all  fauna 
including  mollusks,  aquatic  and  terrestrial  insects,  bats,  and  other  species, 
regardless  of  profile. 

Response:  See  comment  response  173  which  applies  to  wildlife  with  or 
without  special  status. 


Comment:  Page  2-55:  Map  WLDF-2  shows  domestic  sheep  range 
overlapping  bighorn  range  contrary  to  narrative. 

Response:  Bighorn  distributions  and  relationships  to  domestic  sheep 
grazing  were  edited  to  correct  some  errors  in  the  Draft  SEORMP/EIS. 


Comment:  Page  319:  Add  six  species  of  bats  to  the  list  (on  file  in  Burns 
District  Office). 

Response:  Species  were  added  as  suggested. 


Comment:  The  plan  fails  to  meet  agency  and  ESA  objectives  for  special 
status  animals.  Section  7  of  ESA  requires  BLM  to  consult  on  the  actions 
of  the  plan. 

Response:  The  special  status  species  Planning  Criteria  (Draft  SEORMP/ 
EIS  page  1-13)  and  objectives  and  narratives  explicitly  address  special 
status  species  and  BLM  responsibility  regarding  ESA.  BLM  has  been 
preparing  a  draft  biological  opinion  (BA)  for  all  Federally  listed  and 
proposed  species  concurrently  with  the  Draft  SEORMP/EIS.  The  final  BA 
for  listed  species  would  be  forwarded  to  the  USFWS  when  the  PSEORMP/ 
FEIS  is  released. 


Comment:  Alternative  C  fails  to  provide  adequate  attention  to  specific 
requirements  of  individual  species. 

Response:  See  comment  response  173,  180,  186,  and  191. 


Comment:  Increased  military  activity  will  cause  stress  to  wildlife; 
especially  sage  grouse  and  bighorn  sheep. 

Response:  Military  activities  and  their  consequences  are  beyond  the  scope 
of  the  SEORMP.  Also  see  comment  response  49. 
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Comment:  Appendix  N:  Fails  to  analyze  or  disclose  what  “adequate 
cover  and  height”  is. 

Response:  Refer  to  Comments  Regarding  Andrews  Resource  Area  on 
page  1. 

Comment:  Appendix  N:  Fails  to  analyze  or  disclose  what  any  of  those 
broad  parameters  mean  along  the  river. 

Response:  Refer  to  Comments  Regarding  Andrews  Resource  Area  on 
page  1. 


Comment:  Consider  adding  Virginia's  warbler  to  the  special  status 
species  list;  Mahogany  Ridge  has  potential  habitat. 

Reasons: 

is  declining  in  limited  range. 

Response:  BLM  periodically  revises  the  Oregon/Washington  special 
status  species  lists  to  determine  if  they  accurately  reflect  species  presence 
and  threats.  At  the  next  update,  the  Bureau  would  consider  the  merits  of 
this  proposal. 


Comment:  Special  status  species  in  allotments  should  receive  allotment 
management  plan  (AMP)  priority. 

Response:  Special  status  species  will  receive  attention  within  allotment 
management  plans  (AMP’s).  The  presence  of  special  status  species  is  one 
consideration  when  determining  the  order  in  which  AMP’s  would  be 
revised  or  initiated. 


Comment:  Delineate  critical  habitats  for  threatened  and  endangered 
species  and  remove/restore  grazing  as  necessary. 

Response;  BLM  actions  within  habitats  of  listed  species  are  covered 
under  “Section  7”  consultation  procedures  of  the  ESA.  Under  current 
recovery  plans,  there  is  no  critical  habitat  (as  defined  under  ESA)  within 
the  planning  area. 


Comment:  Grazing  privileges  lost,  retired,  etc.,  should  have  AUM's  held 
for  watershed  protection  and  wildlife  habitat. 

Response:  This  land  use  plan,  consistent  with  FLPMA,  provides  by  tracts 
or  areas  for  the  use  of  the  public  lands.  Once  a  given  tract  or  area  (allot¬ 
ment)  is  allocated  for  livestock  grazing,  adjustments  to  that  use  can  be 
implemented  to  ensure  that  established  objectives  would  be  met,  though 
the  use  can  not  be  eliminated  without  a  land  use  plan  amendment.  Possible 
adjustments  to  livestock  grazing  use  which  may  be  implemented  to  meet 
objectives  are  identified  in  the  management  actions  of  Chapter  3. 

Comment:  BLM  should  retain  ownership  of  all  range  improvements. 

Response:  Rangeland  improvement  ownership  is  beyond  the  scope  of  this 
land  use  planning  document.  Regulation  at  43  CFR  4120.3-2  in  part  states: 


Comment  Responses  and  Reprinted  Letters 


1)  Subject  to  valid  existing  rights,  title  to  permanent  range  improvements 
such  as  fences,  wells,  and  pipelines  where  authorization  is  granted  after 
August  21,  1995  shall  be  in  the  name  of  the  United  States. 

2)  The  United  States  shall  have  title  to  nonstructural  range  improvements 
such  as  seeding,  spraying,  and  chaining. 

3)  Range  improvement  work  performed  by  a  cooperator  or  permittee  on  the 
public  lands  administered  by  BLM  does  not  confer  the  exclusive  right  to 
use  the  improvement  or  the  land  affected  by  the  range  improvement  work. 


2  1  1  Comment:  ODFW  suggests  additional  assessment  of  the  proposed  actions 

and  their  impacts  on  sage  grouse  in  final  plan. 

Response:  The  Draft  SEORMP/EIS  and  PSEORMP/FEIS  place  substan¬ 
tial  emphasis  on  sage  grouse  and  their  habitat  requirements. 

225  1  1  Comment:  ODFW  suggests  new  lek  inventories  to  assess  impacts  of 

management  actions  on  sage  grouse. 

Response:  BLM  and  ODFW  jointly  fund  lek  surveys  each  year  to  the 
extent  that  budgets  allow.  Both  agencies  intend  to  continue  refining  lek 
inventory  data  and  other  sage  grouse  habitat  information. 

226  1  1  Comment:  ODFW  position  on  domestic  sheep  grazing  permits  is  misin¬ 

terpreted  in  Alternative  D  (page  4-95). 

Reasons: 

supports  retiring  domestic  sheep  grazing  or  trailing  permits  within 
bighorn  range  and  endorses  BLM's  1998  “ Revised  Guidelines  for 
Domestic  Sheep.  ” 

Response:  PSEORMP/FEIS  Chapter  4  analysis  was  changed  to  reflect 
BLM’s  misinterpretation  in  the  Draft  SEORMP/EIS.  ODFW  would 
support  the  retirement  of  domestic  sheep  permits  (in  principle)  and  as 
considered  under  Alternatives  D  and  D2.  However,  during  scoping  and  in 
their  statewide  bighorn  plan  ODFW  has  not  actively  promoted  the  need  to 
eliminate  any  particular  sheep  grazing  permit  at  the  present  time. 

227  1  1  Comment:  Bighorn  sheep  ranges  on  Map  WLDF-2  are  inadequate  for 

ARA;  sheep  have  moved. 

Response:  Refer  to  Comments  Regarding  Andrews  Resource  Area  on 
page  1. 

228  1  1  Comment:  Table  3-1:  Less  emphasis  should  be  placed  on  landscape  level 

evaluation  and  more  on  monitoring  of  conditions  and  management  of 
ecological  conditions  of  specific  habitats. 

Response:  Resolving  issues  of  wildlife  habitat  quality  and  quantity  need 
to  be  addressed  at  multiple  scales.  This  includes  some  context  for  what  is 
happening  at  the  broad  scale  (ICBEMP),  mid  scale  (resource  areas  and 
GMA’s),  and  fine  scale  (grazing  allotment  pastures).  BLM  agrees  that 
ecological  conditions  are  a  part  of  the  evaluations  process. 

229  1  1  Comment:  Table  2-15:  Lists  the  Northern  bald  eagle  as  a  documented 

breeder  in  the  ARA. 

Response:  Refer  to  Comments  Regarding  Andrews  Resource  Area  on 
page  1. 
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230  1  I  Comment:  Refer  to  Comments  Regarding  Andrews  Resource  Area  on 

page  1. 

Response:  Refer  to  Comments  Regarding  Andrews  Resource  Area  on 
page  1. 

231  1  1  Comment:  The  plan  should  address  the  restoration  of  extirpated  species. 

Response:  The  SEORMP  does  not  preclude  the  possibility  of  restoring  a 
species  that  is  no  longer  present  (extirpated)  within  the  planning  area. 
However,  no  specific  proposals  are  analyzed  in  this  plan.  As  such,  a  future 
proposal  to  reintroduce  a  species  such  as  the  sharp-tailed  grouse  (extirpated 
within  the  planning  area  but  surviving  elsewhere)  would  require  a  separate 
EIS. 

232  1  1  Comment:  Page  2-53:  Plan  fails  to  acknowledge  that  eagle  use  in  ARA  is 

associated  with  Malheur  Refuge. 

Response:  Refer  to  Comments  Regarding  Andrews  Resource  Area  on 
page  1. 

233  1  1  Comment:  Page  4-84:  This  information  should  be  contrasted  with 

Alternatives  D  and  E. 

Response:  The  A,  C,  D,  D2,  E,  and  Proposed  RMP  Alternatives  (in  the 
draft  and  final  plans)  analyses  were  written  in  comparison  to  the  existing 
situation  (Alternative  B)  so  a  contrast  with  current  management  would  be 
provided.  This  is  CEQ  guidance. 

234  1  1  Comment:  Bald  eagles  and  peregrine  falcons:  historic  and  current  nest 

sites  should  be  addressed. 

Response:  The  best  current  information  and  context  for  both  species 
within  the  planning  area  is  shown  in  Chapter  2. 

235  1  1  Comment:  The  document  should  indicate  that  most  breeding  white-faced 

ibises  are  associated  with  the  Malheur  Refuge  with  occasional  breeding  on 
private  land. 

Response:  Refer  to  Comments  Regarding  Andrews  Resource  Area  on 
page  1. 

236  1  1  Comment:  Oregon  State  status  is  not  shown  for  special  status  animals. 

Response:  The  table  of  special  status  species  was  edited  to  reflect  Oregon 
State  status. 

237  1  1  Comment: 

•  Some  questioned  BLM's  authority  to  establish  its  own  sensitive  species 
lists. 

•  Another  comment  suggested  there  is  no  such  thing  as  a  Federal  candidate 
species. 

Response:  By  policy,  the  Oregon/Washington  BLM  State  Director  may 
establish  a  special  status  species  list  of  plants  and  animals.  The  purpose 
for  doing  so  is  to  help  prioritize  survey  expenditures  and  to  make  sure  that 
actions  affecting  them  do  not  contribute  towards  the  need  for  Federal 
listing  under  ESA.  The  USFWS  has  the  regulatory  authority  to  define  and 
designate  a  species  as  a  Federal  candidate  for  potential  listing  under  ESA. 
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Comment:  The  BLM  made  no  attempt  to  apply  coarse-filter  approaches 
for  assessing  likelihood  of  retaining  viable,  well-distributed  populations  of 
native  species. 

Response:  Appendix  F  (Wildlife  Habitat  Descriptions  and  Considerations) 
and  the  upland  management  objective  for  wildlife  describe  a  mid-  and  fine- 
scale  objective  in  big  sagebrush  habitats  that  would  be  expected  to  lead  to 
well  distributed  populations  of  game  and  nongame  wildlife  over  70%  or 
more  of  each  resource  area. 

Comment:  BLM  included  no  baseline  data  on  most  special  status  species 
and  no  effort  appears  to  have  been  made  for  the  SEORMP  process. 

Response:  As  budgets  have  permitted,  BLM  has  acquired  a  considerable 
library  of  information  on  the  locations  of  a  number  of  special  status  species 
wildlife.  In  particular,  a  great  deal  of  emphasis  has  been  placed  on  finding 
the  locations  of  sage  grouse  leks.  The  Special  Status  Species  Animals 
narrative  of  Chapter  2  was  revised  to  show  which  species  have  had  surveys 
over  the  last  few  decades. 

Comment:  Several  comments  were  received  expressing  concern  about 
rangeland  management  and  sage  grouse  especially  regarding  fire, 
cheatgrass  presence,  and  other  land  treatments. 

Response:  As  the  management  indicator  species  for  Wyoming,  mountain, 
and  Great  Basin  sagebrush  habitats,  BLM  reexamined  current  scientific 
literature  and  consulted  directly  with  several  technical  experts  to  make  sure 
the  foundation  for  sage  grouse  was  generally  sound.  Chapter  2  narratives 
and  the  criteria  identified  in  Appendix  F  (Wildlife  Habitat  Descriptions  and 
Considerations)  as  modified  in  the  PSEORMP/FEIS,  more  accurately 
address  the  majority  of  management  issues  pertaining  to  this  species. 


The  Draft  SEORMP/EIS  indicated  that  nesting  needs  for  sage  grouse 
would  be  met  in  sagebrush  canopy  coverages  of  5  to  15%.  Although  the 
draft  was  partially  correct  in  what  was  shown  in  Appendix  F,  current 
research  and  the  draft  Western  Association  of  Fish  and  Wildlife  Agencies 
(WAFWA)  management  guidelines  indicate  that  nesting  is  associated  with 
sagebrush  canopy  cover  values  in  the  15  to  25%  range.  Appendix  F 
(Wildlife  Habitat  Descriptions  and  Considerations)  was  modified  accord¬ 
ingly. 


The  Draft  SEORMP/EIS  indicated  that  introducing  fire  into  sagebrush 
habitat  with  outcomes  that  leave  a  mosaic  habitat  pattern  would  result  in 
benefits  to  sage  grouse  by  diversifying  structure  and  enhancing  herbaceous 
plant  availability.  Although  this  may  be  true  in  brood  rearing  habitats  of 
sage  grouse,  research  conducted  in  Idaho  on  nesting  habitat  similar  to  that 
found  in  the  SEORMP  indicates  that  fire  in  dry  Wyoming  sagebrush  types 
results  in  decreased  nesting  success  due  to  the  loss  of  shrub  cover  used  for 
nesting.  Given  the  concern  over  sage  grouse  population  declines  through¬ 
out  the  west,  BLM  cannot  ignore  these  findings  and  their  implications  to 
fire  and  its  impacts.  Chapter  4  environmental  impact  narratives  and 
conclusions  were  changed  to  show  adverse  impacts  to  sage  grouse  in 
Wyoming  sagebrush  habitats. 

Opinions  or  Preferences 

Improving  Alternative  D  could  reduce  chances  of  sage  grouse  being  listed 
as  endangered. 

Reasons: 

habitat  has  declined  over  several  decades. 
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1  1  Support  Alternative  C;  but  increase  monitoring. 


1 

1 

1 

1 

1  Commentor  is  contact  for  Oregon  Breeding  Bird  Atlas  Project. 

1  Do  not  drill  any  new  water  wells. 

1  Grazing  should  not  conflict  with  endangered  species. 

Reasons: 

public  should  not  pay/subsidize  private  operators;  and 

fencing  accommodates  ranching  industry  and  falls  short  of  protecting 
fish  habitat. 

1  Objective  2:  Intensive  management  is  critical  to  bighorn  sheep  manage¬ 

ment. 

1 

1 

1  Cattle  grazing  benefits  bighorn  sheep. 

1  Alternative  D  must  be  adopted  to  protect  special  status  animals 

LETTER  NUMBER:  017,  069,  075,  080,  109,  110,  157,  180,  185,  210,  213,  218,  222,  223,  226,  232,  241, 
254 

Special  Status  Animals  (Aquatic) 


No.  I 

241  1 

s 

1  Comment:  The  preferred  alternative  fails  to  recognize  loss  of  connectivity 

between  redband  trout  populations  and  does  not  provide  necessary  man¬ 
agement  action. 

Response:  While  headwater  areas  generally  provide  the  best  spawning 
habitat  and  refuge  during  drought,  isolation  of  redband  trout  populations  is 
not  nearly  as  extensive  as  it  is  for  less  thermally  tolerant  fish  such  as  bull 
trout.  During  years  of  adequate  stream  flow,  redbands  would  have  access 
to  drainages  not  physically  blocked  by  barriers.  Proposed  management 
actions  would  provide  protections  for  riparian  and  aquatic  habitat  in  both 
headwater  and  lower-elevation  streams. 

242  1 

1  Comment:  Page  2-40:  Redband  trout  habitat  was  inventoried  in  the 

Steens  Mountains;  include  this  data. 

Response:  Refer  to  Comments  Regarding  Andrews  Resource  Area  on 
page  1. 

243  1 

1  Comment:  Monitoring  should  be  detailed  for  special  status  species  and 

used  with  adaptive  management. 

Response:  BLM  monitors  populations  of  special  status  aquatic  species, 
such  as  bull  trout,  Lahontan  cutthroat  trout,  Columbia  spotted  frogs,  and 
redband  trout,  as  budgetary  and  personnel  constraints  allow.  Much  of  the 
monitoring  that  occurs  is  in  cooperation  with  ODFW,  tribal  biologists, 
universities,  or  other  public  and  private  agencies.  Any  population  declines 
that  are  linked  to  habitat  degradation  would  trigger  prompt  changes  in 
management.  During  the  GMA  evaluation  process,  any  additional  moni¬ 
toring  needs  for  special  status  species  would  be  identified.  For  streams 
with  Federally  listed  fishes,  all  habitats  are  managed  in  concurrence  with 
terms  and  conditions  of  biological  opinions  (BO’s)  issued  by  USFWS. 

Land  uses  that  occur  in  these  habitats  are  regulated  as  to  duration,  timing, 
and  intensity  so  that  adverse  impacts  to  listed  species  are  minimized  and 
restoration  and  enhancement  of  riparian  vegetation  is  possible. 
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244  1  1 

Comment:  Page  2-53:  Discussion  of  Catlow  tui  chub  should  include 
information  about  “Catlow  Redband  Trout  and  Catlow  Tui  Chub  Conserva¬ 
tion  Agreement  and  Strategy.” 

Response:  Refer  to  Comments  Regarding  Andrews  Resource  Area  on 
page  1. 

245  1  1 

Comment:  Riparian  Aquatic  Information  Data  System  (RAIDS)  database 
should  be  reviewed  for  redband  trout. 

Response:  Table  D-2  has  been  reviewed  and  updated  to  Table  D5-1,  and 
shows  BLM’s  currently  available  information  on  redband  trout. 

246  1  1 

Comment:  Table  D-2:  Oregon  Canyon  and  Ten  Mile  Creek  have  hybrid¬ 
ized  Lahontan/hatchery  trout.  Line  Canyon  has  Lahontan  trout. 

Response:  Table  D5-1  has  been  reviewed  and  updated. 

247  1  1 

Comment:  Page  2-42:  All  springs  do  not  have  unique  assemblages  of 
invertebrates. 

Response:  The  SEORMP  states,  “Springs  can  be  a  source  of  unique,  often 
endemic  assemblages  of  invertebrates.”  The  presence  of  unique  inverte¬ 
brates  in  every  spring  was  not  inferred. 

LETTER  NUMBER:  017,  069,  075,  080,  107,109,  110,  157,  180,  185,  210,  213,  218,  222,  223,  226,  232, 
235,  241,  254,  266 

Water/Riparian 

Other  riparian  comments  are  found  under  the  GRAZING  and  WILD  AND  SCENIC  RIVER  categories.  Com¬ 
ments  here  are  subdivided  into  BLM  Monitoring  and  Studies,  Riparian  Management,  Other  Riparian  Area 
Comments,  and  Plan  Specific  Comments. 


No.  I  S 

248  3  3 

Monitoring  and  Studies 

Comment:  Appendix  D,  Table  D-3  is  old  data  and  should  be  replaced  with 
trend  plot  data  and  1998  PFC  data  in  the  final. 

Reasons: 

old  data  indicates  problems  with  riparian  areas  and  new  data  indicates 
improvement 

communication  with  BLM  indicates  this  is  a  correct  observation;  and 

include  newest  data  in  preferred  alternative. 

Response:  The  status  of  streams  and  riparian  PFC,  trend,  and  condition 
has  been  updated  in  Appendix  D5  (Riparian  Trends  for  Stream  Segments), 
Table  D5-1  which  includes  data  gathered  from  1996  through  the  1999  field 
seasons.  Existing  riparian  PFC,  trend,  and  condition  has  been  incorporated 
into  the  allotment  summaries  while  the  remaining  unknown  status  of 
riparian  areas  would  be  gathered  based  on  GMA’s  as  described  in  the 
PSEORMP/FEIS  to  address  and  evaluate  critical  resources.  A  map 
showing  riparian  areas,  fish-bearing  streams,  and  water  quality  303(d) 
listed  streams  has  been  incorporated  into  the  final  plan.  Additional 
information  on  water  resources  and  riparian/wetlands  would  be  addressed 
when  GMA’s  are  evaluated  and  additional  site-specific  data  are  obtained. 
This  information  would  be  available  to  the  public  and  reported  in 

SEORMP  updates  on  a  yearly  basis. 
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249  2  2  Comment:  Document  status  of  riparian  and  stream  habitat  where  it  is  still 

unknown. 

Reasons: 

information  is  critical  and  tied  to  allotment  summaries. 

Response:  See  comment  response  248. 

250  1  1  Comment:  Appendix  N:  3  inch  stubble  height  is  too  short  because  most 

wildlife  and  riparian  shrubs  would  be  damaged  at  this  level  of  use. 

Response:  Refer  to  Comments  Regarding  Andrews  Resource  Area  on 
page  1. 


251  1  1  Comment:  Include  fish  presence  and  fish  habitat  in  PFC  determination. 

Reasons: 

not  enough  emphasis  on  vegetation. 

Response:  The  PFC  procedure  is  an  assessment  of  physical  and  biological 
factors  for  stream  and  riparian  conditions.  Information  from  this  assess¬ 
ment  is  used  to  identify  limiting  factors  on  both  functioning  and 
nonfunctioning  stream  segments.  This  information  is  then  available  to  the 
fisheries  biologist  to  supplement  existing  fish  data.  However,  PFC  is  not 
intended  to  be  a  comprehensive  assessment  of  instream  fish  habitat 
parameters.  BLM.  as  well  as  ODFW.  use  stream  habitat  survey  methods  to 
evaluate  fish  presence  and  habitat. 

252  1  1  Comment:  Implement  improved  riparian  plans  using  the  plans  BLM 

already  has  instead  of  waiting  another  5  years  to  complete  a  different 
schedule  of  studies. 

Reasons: 

studies/documents  are  expensive  and  should  be  implemented;  and 

allotments  containing  poor,  fair,  unknown  should  receive  immediate 

consideration. 

Response:  One  of  the  objectives  of  the  SEORMP  is  to  address  riparian 
management  with  the  most  up-to-date  information,  criteria,  and  methodol¬ 
ogy  available.  This  information  would  be  incoiporated  into  prioritized 
GMA  evaluations.  BLM  would  address  management  required  to  restore 
riparian  problem  areas  identified  during  this  process  and  to  maintain 
riparian  areas  that  are  currently  in  proper  condition.  GMA’s  contain 
riparian  areas  that  currently  range  from  nonfunctioning  to  proper  function¬ 
ing  conditions. 

253  1  1  Comment:  Page  2-37-2-39:  Trend  change  is  ambiguous. 

Response:  The  section  on  page  2-37  was  rewritten  to  reflect  your  concern. 
Because  specific  site-guides  for  determining  potential  natural  communities 
(PNC’s)  have  not  been  developed  for  riparian/wetland  areas  in  southeast¬ 
ern  Oregon.  BLM  is  currently  using  existing  data  collected  at  various 
riparian/wetland  areas  to  assist  in  projecting  site  potential.  Much  of  this 
information  is  derived  from  existing  riparian  exclosures  that  have  been  in 
place  since  the  1970’s  and  1980's.  Specialist  and  interdisciplinary  teams 
have  evaluated  vegetation  composition  in  many  of  these  areas  to  aid  in 
determining  site  potential  of  riparian  species  in  geographically  associated 
streams.  Additional  information  for  determining  riparian  site  potentials  has 
been  gleaned  from  established  streamside  monitoring  and  study  sites  in 
allotments  and  pastures  where  livestock  grazing  practices  were  adjusted  to 
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meet  objectives  developed  for  riparian/wetland  restoration.  The  above 
explanation  was  incorporated  into  Chapter  2  of  the  final. 


254  1  1  Comment:  Include  map  of  water  quality  limited  streams  in  final  plan. 

Response:  See  comment  response  248. 

255  1  1  Comment:  Wrong  statement  that  groundwater  studies  are  unavailable.  A 

detailed  analysis  of  the  extent  of  aquifers  should  be  completed  to  protect 
them  from  contamination.  The  interaction  of  water  resources  in  not 
properly  linked  to  issues  such  as,  riparian/wetland  areas;  forest  and 
woodlands  management;  energy  and  minerals;  special  management  areas; 
fire  management;  recreation  management;  and  fish  and  wildlife. 

Response:  BLM  believess  water  resources  have  been  adequately  ad¬ 
dressed  for  the  SEORMP.  Detailed  analysis  of  local  aquifers  and  other 
information  on  water  resources  would  be  addressed  to  the  extent  possible 
when  GMA  plans  are  prepared  and  additional  site-specific  data  are 
obtained  or  available. 

256  1  1  Comment:  Groundwater  studies  are  necessary  to  protect  resources  and 

determine  trends  in  water  quality  in  planning  area. 

Response:  See  comment  response  255. 

257  1  1  Comment:  Explain  presence  of  hazardous  materials  or  incidents  of 

groundwater/surface  water  contamination  in  planning  area;  these  areas  and 
wells  should  be  mapped. 

Response:  There  are  no  hazardous  material  sites  or  incidents  of  ground¬ 
water/surface  water  contamination  occurring  on  public  land  in  the  planning 
area.  The  following  former  dump  sites  are  currently  on  the  “Federal 
Facilities  Hazardous  Waste  Compliance  Docket”  (these  sites  are  also  listed 
on  the  Comprehensive  Environmental  Response,  Compensation  and 
Liability  Act  Information  System  [CERCLIS]):  Lytle  Boulevard  dump  site 
(OR  11411 90073);  Slides  dump  site  (OR7 141 190077);  and  Vale  City  dump 
site  (OR6141 190078).  Preliminary  assessments  of  these  three  dump  sites 
were  completed  and  submitted  to  the  EPA  in  1992.  An  EPA  determination 
of  no  further  remedial  action  was  received  for  these  sites.  Please  refer  to 
the  Hazardous  Materials  section  in  Chapter  2  for  further  information 
pertaining  to  your  concern. 

258  1  1  Comment:  In  defining  lentic  and  lotic  systems  there  should  be  quantifica¬ 

tion  of  level  of  function  needed  for  each  parameter  to  define  minimum  or 
optimum  function  of  a  system. 

Response:  Quantification  of  site-specific  riparian/wetland  area  parameters 
would  be  addressed  as  warranted  when  PFC  assessments  are  completed 
and  any  existing  problems  identified.  The  PFC  process  is  to  subjectively 
assess  stream  and  riparian  systems  and  identify  any  problems  associated 
with  current  conditions.  Over  a  stream  channel's  entire  length,  an  indi¬ 
vidual  stream  system  would  possess  many  changes  such  as  elevation,  soil 
series,  stream  gradients,  vegetation  types,  and  large  woody  debris  content. 
Any  stream  or  vegetation  problems  identified  by  the  PFC  assessments 
would  be  addressed  when  conducting  evaluations  for  GMA  plans.  Moni¬ 
toring,  studies,  and/or  adjustments  to  current  management  practices  would 
be  implemented  to  remedy  current  undesired  conditions. 
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259  1  1 

Comment:  Flood  hazard  mapping,  stream  gauging  records,  and  other 
surface  hydrology  data  are  necessary  to  appropriately  manage  land. 

Response:  Flood  hazard  mapping  has  been  completed  only  for  residential 
areas  and  farmlands  that  make  up  less  than  5%  of  the  entire  planning  area. 
Mapping  Hood  hazards  on  public  lands  within  the  4.6  million  acres  of  the 
planning  area  is  beyond  the  scope  of  the  SEORMP. 

2  2 

Although  stream  gaging  records  are  very  useful,  these  are  sparse  and 
scattered  throughout  the  planning  area.  Most  afctive  gages  are  located  on 
outlets  of  reservoirs  with  flow  controlled  by  irrigation  districts  and  do  not 
interact  with  the  largest  percentage  of  the  land  base  on  public  land.  Only 
two  stations  are  currently  active  in  the  planning  area,  one  at  Rome  on  the 
Owyhee  River  (8,000  square  miles),  and  one  on  the  Malheur  River  (3,900 
square  miles).  Many  stations  were  established  in  the  first  half  of  the 
century  but  were  discontinued.  Chapter  2  has  been  updated  to  present  a 
better  iepresentation  of  past  and  current  stations.  Existing  surface  water 
flow  and  chemistry  information  from  these  stations  would  be  used  during 
the  site-specific  evaluation  process  of  GMA  plans. 

Opinions  or  Preferences 

Support  10  to  12  inch  stubble  height  as  standard  to  remove  livestock  in 
riparian  pastures. 

2  2 

2  2 

2  2 

1  1 

Page  18,  para  7:  Riparian  is  adversely  affected  by  livestock  is  biased. 

Support  Alternative  D  for  water,  riparian,  wetlands. 

Existing  grazing  management  does  not  need  to  change  because  almost  all 
riparian  trend  is  improving. 

Riparian  condition  is  good  with  almost  all  trend  positive  in  ARA. 

260  1  6 

Riparian  Management 

Comment:  Urge  BLM  to  include  specific  directives  in  the  final  plan  to 
achieve  water  quality  standards. 

Reasons: 

giaze  in  riparian  only  if  it  meets  state  standard  for  water  quality,  and 

minimize  fencing. 

Response:  BLM  believes  that  Objectives  1  and  2  of  the  Water  Resources 
and  Riparian/Wetland  Areas  sections  have  addressed  management  direc¬ 
tives  designed  for  protection  and  enhancement  of  critical  riparian/wetland 
habitats  and  water  quality.  Although  many  of  the  phrases  in  Alternatives 

A,  C,  D,  and  D2  on  Table  3-1  are  the  same  for  Water  Resource  and  Ripar¬ 
ian/Wetland  Areas  directives,  the  main  differences  in  management  of  water 
quality  within  these  alternatives  are  derived  from  the  overall  emphasis  of 
each  alternative.  This  difference  in  each  alternative  is  the  contrast  between 
commodity  emphasis  and  the  level  of  natural  resource  protection.  Chapter 

3  narrative  section  further  explains  the  intent  of  each  alternative.  Streams 
and  water  bodies  not  meeting  State  water  quality  standards  and/or  PFC 
would  be  managed  to  attain  an  upward  trend  in  the  composition  and 
structure  of  key  riparian/wetland  vegetation  and  desired  physical  character¬ 
istics  of  the  stream  channel.  Uses  and  activities  within  the  riparian 
conservation  area  (RCA)  and  contributing  upland  watershed  areas  that 
adversely  aitect  water  quality  and/or  lead  to  stream  channel  or  riparian/ 
wetland  resource  degradation  would  be  adjusted,  restricted,  or  limited  if 
water  quality  and  PFC  cannot  be  attained  or  maintained  with  existing 
management.  Management  options  would  focus  on  uses  and  activities  that 
allow  for  the  protection  and  maintenance  of  RCA’s  and  upland  watersheds 
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and  measurable  progress  toward  the  attainment  of  water  quality  standards 
and  PFC,  within  the  stream  and/or  RCA’s.  Also  see  comment  response 


248. 


261  1  1  Comment:  Need  additional  discussion  about  the  effects  of  the  prescribed 

burning  program  on  riparian  area. 

Reasons: 

there  have  been  serious  adverse  impacts  to  woody  riparian  species  on 
Donner  und  Blitzen  River  due  to  burns;  willows  are  needed  for  fish  and 
macro  invertebrates,  and  songbirds; 

these  burns  were  not  proactive  as  the  plans  says;  and 

burning  in  riparian  areas  is  contrary  to  the  constraints  in  the  “ Steens 
AMP  Environmental  Analysis”  that  aimed  to  improve  woody  riparian 
cover. 

Response:  BLM  believes  that  water  resources  and  riparian/wetland  areas 
have  been  adequately  addressed  for  prescribed  burning  program  on  riparian 
area  impacts  within  the  SEORMP.  Please  refer  to  Chapter  4  for  impacts 
from  wildfire,  suppression  tactics,  and  requirements  for  prescribed  fire  in 
relation  to  riparian/wetland  areas.  Additional  information  on  water 
resources  and  riparian/wetlands  would  be  addressed  when  GMA  plans  are 
prepared  and  additional  site-specific  data  is  obtained  for  desired  prescribed 
fire  precriptions.  Also,  refer  to  Comments  Regarding  Andrews  Resource 
Area  on  page  1 . 

262  1  1  Comment:  Determine  which  streams  in  allotments  are  water  quality 

limited  and  bring  into  compliance. 

Response:  A  list  of  water  quality  limited  streams  was  presented  in  Table 
2-10  of  the  draft.  Until  rangeland  health  standards  and  allotment  evalua¬ 
tions  are  completed  by  interdisciplinary  teams,  a  determination  of  actual 
sources  impacting  water  quality  cannot  be  fully  appraised.  For  allotments 
that  have  evaluated  grazing  BMP’s  and  have  existing  riparian  conditions 
improving  ,  BLM  believes  that  it  is  complying  with  the  intent  to  meet  State 
water  quality  standards  and  is  moving  toward  the  delisting  of  these  streams 
from  the  303(d)  list.  Until  TMDL’s  are  established  by  the  State  of  Oregon, 
BLM  would  incorporate  its  water  quality  restoration  plan  requirements  into 
GMA’s  conducted  on  a  priority  basis  to  address  water  quality.  As  TMDL’s 
are  established  for  river  basins  by  the  State  of  Oregon.  BLM  would  adjust 
or  implement  monitoring  and  management  practices  as  needed  to  comply 
with  approved  State  water  quality  management  plans. 

263  1  1  Comment:  Strengthen  Alternative  C. 

Reasons: 

Objective  1  to  focus  on  meeting  water  quality  standard;  and 

bjective  2  management  actions  should  only  be  allowed  if  they  improve 
conditions  or  conditions  remain  neutral. 

Response:  See  comment  response  260. 


264  1  1  Comment:  Eliminate  grazing  from  all  water  quality  limited  streams. 

Response:  Management  objectives  for  riparian/wetland  areas  would  be 
met  through  the  adaptive  management  process,  interdisciplinary  team 
evaluations,  and  criteria  provided  in  the  SEORMP.  Alternative  D2  was 
developed  to  address  exclusion  of  livestock  grazing  from  sensitive  areas 
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and  riparian  areas  that  are  in  nonfunctioning  and  functioning-at-risk  with 
downward  trends  for  restoring  natural  conditions  in  sensitive  areas.  All 
alternatives  within  the  SEORMP  address  uses  and  activities  within  RCA’s 
and  contributing  upland  watershed  areas  that  adversely  affect  water  quality 
and/or  lead  to  stream  channel  or  riparian/wetland  resource  degradation. 
These  uses,  including  livestock. gazing,  would  be  adjusted,  restricted,  or 
limited  if  water  quality  and  PFC  cannot  be  attained  or  maintained  with 
existing  management.  Management  options  would  focus  on  uses  and 
activities  that  allow  for  the  protection  and  maintenance  of  RCA’s  and 
upland  watersheds  and  measurable  progress  toward  the  attainment  of  water 
quality  standards  and  PFC.  within  the  stream  and/or  RCA’s. 


265  1  1  Comment:  Remove  livestock  when  they  degrade  stream  habitat. 

Response:  See  comment  response  264. 


266  1  1  Comment:  Riparian  vegetation  should  be  a  larger  part  of  riparian  manage¬ 

ment  program. 

Reasons: 

need  riparian  vegetation  for  neotropical  migrant  song  birds. 

Response:  The  riparian  section  in  Chapter  2  focuses  mainly  on  the 
physical  portion  of  riparian  area  management.  Please  refer  to  the  updated 
Riparian  and  Wetland  Definitions,  Processes.  Functions,  and  Patterns 
section  of  Chapter  2.  Water  Resources  and  Riparian/Wetland  Areas,  and 
especially  the  Riparian  Habitat  and  Wetlands  section  of  Chapter  2  Wildlife 
and  Wildlife  Habitat  which  expand  the  biological  portion  in  the  final  plan. 


267  1 


1 

1 


1 

1 

1 

1 


1 

1 


1  Comment:  Page  3-23:  Narrow  the  definition  to  limited  “portions”  of 
affected  streams. 

Response:  Beneficial  uses  are  defined  by  basin  and/or  stream  and  not 
segment.  Water  quality  impaired  streams  are  listed  by  water  bodies,  such 
as  reservoirs,  streams,  and  stream  segments  on  the  303(d)  list.  Therefore, 
the  objective  is  correctly  written  as  stated  and  segments  would  only  apply 
when  they  affect  that  beneficial  use  for  which  the  stream  was  designated. 

Opinions  or  Preferences 

6  Livestock  are  the  cause  for  almost  all  the  35  water  quality  limited  streams. 

6  Stating  that  BLM  will  "design  treatments  to  enhance  resource  values  and 

maintain  commodity  production  by  emphasizing  treatments  in  riparian/ 
w-etland  ..."  and  “consider  uses  and  activities  occurring  in  surface  waters 
and  their  entire  associated  watershed  ...”  are  neither  standards  or  direc¬ 
tives. 

1  Page  3-82:  Drop  PFC;  it  is  too  subjective. 

1  Adopt  Alternative  D  to  recover  riparian  areas  from  grazing. 

1  Resource  management  objectives  are  invalid  and  subjective. 

1  Must  manage  for  PNC;  can  not  rely  on  riparian  conservation  area  ap¬ 
proach. 

1  Agree  with  factoring  site  potential. 

1  Riparian  habitats  should  be  top  priority  because  they  are  critical  for  habitat 
and  restoration. 
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Other  Riparian  Area  Comments 

268  1  1  Comment:  Page  2-42:  Riparian  areas  may  not  always  have  trees,  shrubs, 

etc. 

Response:  The  sections  on  page  2-42  and  Appendix  F  (Wildlife  Habitat 
Descriptions  and  Considerations)  were  rewritten  to  better  reflect  your 
concern. 

269  1  1  Comment:  Page  2-37:  Use  caution  when  comparing  reference  streams  to 

target  streams,  and  use  other  factors. 

Response:  See  comment  response  253. 

Opinion  or  Preferences 

1  1  Grazing  is  the  cause  of  all  water  quality  problems. 

1  1  Special  designations  are  not  needed  because  riparian  areas  conditions  are 

improving. 

Plan-Specific  Comments 

270  1  1  Comment:  Plan  fails  to  state  how  it  will  protect  water  quality  in  grazed 

watershed. 

Response:  See  comment  response  260  and  264. 

271  1  1  Comment:  Plan  fails  to  link  water  resources  to  the  other  categories,  such 

as  riparian  areas/wetlands,  forest  and  woodlands,  energy  and  minerals, 
special  management  areas,  fire  management,  recreation,  and  fish  and 
wildlife. 

Response:  BLM  believes  that  water  resources  and  riparian/wetland  areas 
have  been  adequately  addressed  in  respect  to  coordination  with  other 
resources  within  the  SEORMP.  Additional  information  on  water  resources 
and  riparian/wetlands  will  be  addressed  when  GMA  plans  are  prepared  and 
additional  site-specific  data  is  obtained. 

272  1  1  Comment:  BLM  must  analyze  removal  of  developments  from  sites  with 

erodible  soils,  steep  terrain,  or  where  land  condition  is  deteriorating. 

Response:  As  BLM  evaluates  GMA’s  through  the  interdisciplinary 
process,  site-specific  analysis  would  be  conducted  on  developments  and 
other  existing  management  projects  for  possible  deteriorating  conditions. 
When  surface  disturbance  from  existing  projects  is  identified,  restoration 
or  abandonment  procedures  would  be  enacted  to  rectify  problem  areas. 

273  1  1  Comment:  Throughout  the  discussion  in  Appendix  D,  the  BLM  avoids 

even  the  mention  of  livestock,  speaking  of  "‘human  activities  that  alter  the 
area’s  capability.” 

Response:  The  term  “human  activities”  includes  all  authorized  actions, 
such  as  mining,  forest  harvesting,  livestock  grazing,  and  recreation  use. 

274  1  1  Comment:  BLM’s  use  of  riparian  management  objectives  (RMO’s)  is  also 

invalid  and  incomprehensible.  The  reader  has  no  understanding  of  what  is 
really  being  stated,  and  what  action  would  be  taken  by  BLM. 

Response:  The  RMO  section  of  Appendix  O  (Best  Management  Practices) 
has  been  revised  to  better  represent  current  direction  under  the  1996 
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“Inland  Native  Fish  Strategy”  (INFISH)  and  the  intent  of  objectives  and 
goals  associated  with  the  concepts  of  ICBEMP. 

275  1  1  Comment:  Concerning  Water  Resources  and  Riparian/Wetland  Areas 

(Table  3-1)  under  Objective  1,  paragraph  2,  it  is  wrong  to  say  “manage¬ 
ment  actions  will  restore  water  quality  etc.”  because  science  in  not  avail¬ 
able  to  accurately  say  how  much  we  can  affect  water  quality  in  any  one 
site-specific  area. 

Response:  The  management  directive  under  Water  Resources  and  Ripar¬ 
ian/Wetland  Areas  in  Table  3-1  that  contained  the  statement  “management 
actions  will  restore  water  quality  etc.”  was  incomplete  and  should  have 
read  “management  activities  would  be  implemented  with  the  intent  to 
restore  water  quality"as  stated  in  the  narrative  under  the  Detailed  Descrip¬ 
tion  of  Management  Directives  on  page  3-79.  Table  3-1  reflects  this 
change  in  the  PSEORMP/FIES. 


276 


277 


278 


279 


Comment:  The  reference  to  Oregon  Department  of  Environmental 
Quality  (ODEQ)  water  quality  is  premature  because  of  the  legal  basis  of  a 
water  quality  management  plan  (WQMP)  functioning  as  a  total  maximum 
daily  load  (TMDL)  has  not  been  fully  determined. 

Response:  BLM  agrees.  Chapter  3  and  Appendix  D  have  been  adjusted  to 
reflect  these  changes.  WQMP  in  themselves  would  not  function  as  a 
TMDL.  ODEQ  is  responsible  for  developing  a  TMDL  and  implementing 
through  a  State  approved  water  quality  management  plan.  Once  a  TMDL 
is  established,  BLM  would  develop  or  adjust  existing  WQRP’s  to  address 
TMDL  requirements. 


Comment:  Concerning  DRFC  and  monitoring,  including  relating  to  the 
use  of  PFC,  land  use  monitoring  should  primarily  consider  those  character¬ 
istics  directly  influenced  by  the  land  use.  Natural  factors  should  also  be 
monitored,  especially  natural  disturbance  factors  and  natural  conditions. 

Response:  BLM  agrees.  Natural  disturbance  and  conditions  are  an 
integral  part  ot  monitoring  and  the  PFC  assessment  process  and  would  be 
considered  when  evaluations  of  GMA’s  are  conducted  in  the  future. 


Comment:  Riparian  management  prescriptions  in  general  are  likely  to 
need  additional  adjustments.  Fencing  of  riparian  areas  is  costly  and  not 
always  effective.  Pastures  with  riparian  areas  need  to  be  managed  by 
monitoring  the  utilization  and  condition  of  the  riparian  area  rather  than  the 
utilization  and  condition  of  an  upland,  or  crested  wheatgrass  seeding. 

Response:  Although  fencing  is  an  option  in  all  alternatives,  only  Alterna¬ 
tive  A  emphasis  extensive  use  of  fencing  as  a  management  tool.  Alterna¬ 
tives  C,  D,  and  D2  emphasizes  the  use  of  management  by  adjustments  in 
livestock  use  patterns,  such  as  changes  in  seasons  of  use.  Upland  utiliza¬ 
tion  and  condition  are  an  integral  part  of  the  overall  watershed  approach  to 
management  of  riparian/wetland  areas.  Monitoring  information  from  both 
riparian/wetland  areas  and  uplands  are  utilized  to  aid  in  determining  the 
correct  grazing  system  requirements  to  fit  the  affected  landscape. 

Comment:  For  water  quality.  Alternatives  A— D  do  not  differ  in  treatment 
of  streams  with  water  quality  limited  streams  (page  3-23).  Alternatives  A- 
D  also  allow  activities  to  occur  where  water  quality  standards  are  not  being 
met,  so  long  as  the  uses  allow  progress  toward  attainment  of  water  quality 
standards  (page  3-23).  Alternative  D  adds  “  at  the  same  or  greater  rate  than 
if  the  use  or  activity  were  absent.”  This  is  not  any  different  than  the 
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standard  in  Alternatives  A-C.  If  uses  would  slow  the  rate  of  progress,  then 
the  uses  would  be  contributing  to  lack  of  attainment  of  water  quality 
standards,  in  dereliction  of  the  BLM’s  obligations  under  the  “Clean  Water 
Act.” 

Response:  Although  many  of  the  phrases  in  Alternatives  A,  C,  and  D  on 
Table  3-1  are  the  same  for  Water  Resources  and  Riparian/Wetland  Areas 
directives,  the  main  differences  in  management  of  water  quality  within 
these  alternatives  occur  from  the  overall  emphasis  of  each  alternative.  The 
difference  in  each  alternative  is  the  contrast  between  commodity  emphasis 
and  the  level  of  natural  resource  protection.  An  additional  alternative. 
Alternative  D2,  has  been  developed  to  address  total  exclusion  areas  from 
livestock  grazing  and  mining  operations.  This  alternative  would  analyze 
the  impacts  both  negative  and  positive  from  these  actions.  The  wording  of 
“allowing  progress  toward  the  attainment  of  these  standards”  does  not 
imply  that  BLM  would  allow  affected  streams  to  progress  at  a  rate  that 
would  not  bring  standards  into  compliance  within  a  reasonable  time  frame. 
BLM  also  recognizes  once  management  adjustments  are  implemented, 
obtaining  State  compliance  may  take  many  years  to  meet  standards  for 
water  quality  such  as  temperature. 

Comment:  Standard  2:  Watershed  Function-Riparian/Wetland  Areas: 

This  states  that  riparian/wetland  areas  must  be  in  properly  functioning 
condition  appropriate  to  soil,  climate,  and  landform.  As  above,  this  is  not  a 
standard.  It  is  an  objective.  However,  it  is  meaningless  since  we  do  not 
know  what  is  the  properly  functioning  condition  appropriate  to  every 
combination  of  soils,  climate,  and  landforms  in  the  planning  area.  If  the 
authors  of  the  draft  already  know,  then  they  are  remiss  in  not  presenting  the 
information. 

Response:  Standards  for  Watershed  Function-Riparian/Wetland  Areas 
have  been  determined  by  the  1977  S&G’s.  Through  the  PFC  process  an 
interdisciplinary  team  subjectively  assesses  streams  and  vegetation  on  each 
area’s  individual  characteristics  including  soils,  climate,  and  landform. 

Over  a  stream  channel’s  entire  length,  changes  in  elevation,  soil  series, 
stream  gradients,  and  vegetation  types  would  occur.  Each  stream  and 
stream  segment  is  usually  unique  unto  itself  and  can  not  be  lumped  into  a 
“cookbook”  approach  to  determine  physical  and  biological  makeup. 
Quantification  of  site-specific  riparian/wetland  area  parameters  would  be 
addressed  as  warranted  when  PFC  assessments  are  completed  and  any 
existing  problems  identified.  The  PFC  process  is  to  subjectively  assess 
stream  and  riparian  systems  and  identify  any  problems  associated  with 
current  conditions.  Any  stream  or  vegetation  problems  identified  by  the 
PFC  assessments  would  be  addressed  when  conducting  GMA  evaluations. 
Monitoring,  studies,  and/or  adjustments  to  current  management  practices 
would  be  implemented  to  remedy  current  undesired  conditions. 


Comment:  On  page  3-23  of  the  SEORMP,  in  its  detailed  discussion  of  the 
alternatives,  the  BLM  says  of  Alternative  C,  regarding  Water  Resources 
and  Riparian/Wetland  Areas,  “Where  state  water  quality  standards  are  not 
being  met  due  to  management  on  BLM-administered  land,  management 
activities  and  uses  could  occur  in  its  associated  watershed  if  they  allow 
progress  toward  the  attainment  of  State  water  quality  standards.”  Again, 
this  is  inadequate.  The  BLM  is  obliged  under  INFISH  to  go  beyond 
“allowing]  progress  toward  the  attainment  of .  .  .  standards;”  instead,  the 
BLM  is  directed  to  “not  retard  attainment”  of  these  standards.  The 
distinction  between  “allow  progress”  and  “shall  not  retard”  is  significant. 
There  are  many  management  activities  that  allow  progress  toward  attain¬ 
ment  of  water  quality  standards  over  time,  but  these  same  activities  may  ^3 
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actually  delay  the  attainment  of  standards  when  compared  with  alternative 
methods,  such  as  removing  livestock  from  riparian  areas.  Clearly,  the 
BLM  is  obliged  to  maximize  the  speed  with  which  water  quality  standards 
are  met. 

Response:  The  only  stream  within  the  planning  area  subject  to  INFISH 
directives  is  the  North  Fork  Malheur  River.  “Section  7”  consultation  has 
been  completed  with  the  USFWS  on  this  segment  and  a  biological  opinion 
rendered.  Management  adjustments  to  livestock  grazing  in  this  segment  on 
public  land  have  been  implemented  in  accordance  with  the  BO  directives. 


282  1  1  Comment:  In  the  preferred  Alternative  C  the  BLM  recommends  an 

approach,  which  would  “allow  progress  toward  the  attainment  of  State 
water  quality  standards.”  While  this  approach  could  benefit  streams, 
“allowing”  progress  does  not  insure  that  progress  would  in  fact  happen. 
Progress  would  only  be  as  rapid  or  nonexistent  as  managers  choose.  Since 
current  management  practices  seem  to  leave  so  many  streams 
noncompliant,  we  feel  stronger  wording  is  require  to  insure  progress 
toward  and  eventual  achievement  of  state  standards.  Managing  for  a 
measurable  “upward  trend  towards  attainment”  of  standards  allow  for 
minor  incremental  changes  to  be  considered  satisfactory  management. 
Commodity  management  has  failed  up  to  this  point  to  have  much  positive 
effect  on  the  plethora  of  noncompliant  streams  listed. 

Response:  BLM  recognizes  that  the  attainment  of  State  water  quality 
standards  is  one  of  the  highest  priorities  when  conducting  future  GMA 
evaluations.  The  wording  of  “allowing  progress  toward  the  attainment  of 
these  standards”  does  not  imply  that  we  would  allow  affected  streams  to 
progress  at  a  rate  that  would  not  bring  standards  into  compliance  within  a 
reasonable  time  frame.  BLM  also  recognizes  that  once  management 
adjustments  are  implemented,  obtaining  State  compliance  may  take  many 
years  to  meet  standards  for  water  quality  such  as  temperature.  BLM  is 
currently  working  with  ODEQ  and  the  EPA  by  developing  water  quality 
management  plans  and  establishing  TMDL’s  to  initiate  reclamation  of 
impaired  streams  and  associated  water  quality  through  the  implementation 
of  the  SEORMP  and  the  evaluation  of  landforms  in  GMA’s. 

283  1  1  Comment:  On  page  2-31  the  1996  DEQ  list  of  “water  quality  listed” 

waters  is  referred  to  as  the  “current”  one.  Since  the  1998  one  is  now  out, 
will  the  information  be  revised  for  the  final  decision?  Somewhere  it 
should  be  acknowledged  that  streams  with  no  information  on  them  are  not 
listed;  thus  the  statistics  are  weighted  to  appear  better  than  they  are. 

Response:  The  1998  list  of  303(d)  listed  water  quality  limited  streams  has 
been  added  to  the  existing  information  contained  in  the  SEORMP/EIS. 
Please  refer  to  draft  Chapter  2,  page  2-3 1 ,  under  the  Water  Quality  section 
for  an  acknowledgment  of  the  streams  with  no  information.  This  has  been 
further  presented  in  PSEORMP/FEIS  Table  D5-1  (Appendix  D5)  which 
portrays  known  streams  with  riparian  areas,  fish  presence,  and  water 
quality  information. 


284  1  1  Comment:  Alternative  D  would  only  allow  activities  and  uses  if  they 

“allow  progress  ...  at  the  same  or  greater  rate  than  if  the  use  or  activity 
were  absent.”  It  seems  only  obvious  that  to  improve  the  quality  of  water  in 
streams,  activities  and  uses  should  be  employed  or  allowed  which  will 
have  the  most  beneficial  effect  rather  than  allowing  improvement  to  be  a 
remote  possibility.  The  idea  of  uses  and  activities  “promoting”  improved 
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water  quality  seems  to  be  the  logical  direction  if  the  goal  of  such  improve¬ 
ment  is  truly  desired. 

Response:  BLM  agrees.  As  addressed  in  the  Draft  RMP,  Alternative  D 
would  bring  impaired  streams  into  compliance  with  water  quality  standards 
at  an  expected  rate  equal  to  or  greater  than  Alternative  C.  Although 
Alternative  D  allows  for  a  more  rapid  rate  of  recovery  than  Alternative  C, 
Alternative  D  stresses  the  exclusion  of  livestock  grazing  and  other  uses  and 
activities  from  entire  pastures  or  areas  over  other  prescriptions. 


Numerous  comments  from  the  Draft  SEORMP/EIS  were  received  express¬ 
ing  concern  over  livestock  grazing  in  riparian/wetland  areas  as  a  major 
contributor  to  water  quality  impairment.  To  address  these  concerns. 
Alternative  D2  was  developed  and  analyzed  in  the  final  document.  This 
alternative  would  exclude  livestock  grazing  in  riparian/wetland  areas  in 
NWSR’s  and  fish  strongholds.  Additional  riparian/wetland  areas  would  be 
excluded  from  grazing  that  have  a  PFC  rating  of  functioning-at-risk  with  a 
downward  trend  or  are  nonfunctioning  until  evaluations  indicate  that  these 
areas  are  receptive  to  grazing. 


The  Proposed  RMP  alternative  allows  for  exclusion  of  pastures  or  areas  as 
needed,  but  only  when  other  prescriptions  have  been  evaluated  and 
determined  not  to  be  applicable  to  remedy  the  current  or  future  desired 
conditions.  The  Proposed  RMP  alternative  allows  for  improvement  in 
existing  conditions  to  be  evaluated  on  a  site-specific  basis  by  an  interdisci¬ 
plinary  team  to  determine  which  prescriptions  would  be  applied.  Total 
exclusion  would  still  be  an  option  in  the  Proposed  RMP  alternative.  Also 
see  comment  response  259,  279,  and  282. 


285  1  1  Comment:  Adopt  Alternative  D  for  Rangeland/Grazing  Use  because 

livestock  grazing  and  other  uses  that  affect  streams  would  be  allowed  only 
if  they  would  promote  or  have  no  effect  on  restoration  of  water  quality. 
Alternative  D  clearly  establishes  a  higher  standard  for  maintenance  of 
existing  uses,  and  presumably  it  should  lead  to  more  rapid  recovery  of 
riparian  habitats. 

Response:  See  comment  response  284. 

286  1  1  Comment:  The  draft  makes  reference  to  the  fact  that  (1)  in  many  areas, 

natural  or  geologic  erosion  rates  are  too  fast  to  develop  distinct,  deep  soil 
horizons.  We  concur,  but  these  areas  and/or  “soil  types”  should  be  specifi¬ 
cally  identified  as  to  location,  setting,  or  other  appropriate  means  of 
identification. 

Response:  These  soil  types  would  be  identified  in  evaluations  ot  GMA’s 
conducted  on  a  priority  basis.  An  Order  III  soil  survey  is  proposed  for  Vale 
District,  Malheur  County,  during  2002. 


287  1  1  Comment:  If  BMP’s  are  in  need  of  “continual”  refinement,  then  by 

definition,  whatever  exists  at  a  moment  in  time  must  not  be  a  “BMP" 
because  if  it  is  in  need  of  refinement,  and  we  object  to  such  notion,  because 
such  position  provides  no  stability  to  the  applicant/permittee  and  place  our 
permits  in  jeopardy  at  the  whim  of  the  authorizing  officer  if  he/she  made 
an  instantaneous  determination  that  already-implemented  BMP’s  were  for 
any  reason  or  no  reason  in  need  of  “refinement.”  Such  open-ended 
noncommitment  may  lead  to  abuse  of  the  process  by  the  authorizing  officer 
to  which  we  would  certainly  object. 
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Response:  “Continual  refinement”  and  additional  development  of  BMP's 
pertains  to  updating  BMP's  when  new  scientific  information  becomes 
available  or  adjustments  made  when  current  BMP  direction  does  not  meet 
established  objectives  and  desired  goals  of  the  SEORMP.  In  addition,  new 
information  and  adjustments  for  BMP’s  would  be  done  through  an  interdis¬ 
ciplinary  process,  while  allowing  permittees  and  other  applicants  input  for 
suggesting  alternative  solutions  for  resolution  as  stated  in  the  last  sentence 
of  paragraph  one  of  Appendix  O  (Best  Management  Practices).  BLM  has 
every  intent  to  work  with  affected  applicants/permittees  for  joint  concur¬ 
rence  when  developing  new  or  adjusting  existing  BMP's,  but  final  BMP 
direction  would  be  decided  by  whether  objectives  and  goals  would  be  met 
by  new  proposals. 


Comment:  The  RMP  avoids  discussion  of  livestock  grazing  as  the 
primary  factor  in  fecal  coliform  contamination,  sedimentation,  and  other 
degradation  of  water.  Why  does  the  RMP  fail  to  detail  and  describe 
impacts  of  livestock  on  public  waters? 

Response:  See  comment  response  271. 


Comment:  The  availability  of  water  in  much  of  the  region  covered  by  this 
plan  is  limited  and  may  hamper  additional  developments  that  are  water 
dependent. 

Response:  Please  refer  to  the  Water  Rights  section  added  under  Water 
Resources  and  Riparian/Wetland  Areas  in  Chapter  2  of  the  final  plan. 


LETTER  NUMBER:  004,  075, 
272 


107,  109,  110,  142,  157,  180,  183,  218.  222,  223,  226,  232,  235,  241,  257, 


Fish  and  Aquatic 

No.  I  S 

-90  1  6  Comment:  The  plan  fails  to  assess  impacts  to  fish  habitat. 

Response:  BLM  believes  that  impacts  to  fish  habitat,  as  a  component  of 
water  resources  and  riparianAvetland  areas,  have  been  adequately  ad¬ 
dressed  within  the  SEORMP/EIS.  Further  assessments  of  impacts  to  water 
resources,  riparian/wetland  areas,  and  instream  fish  habitat  would  be  made 
when  GMA  plans  are  prepared  and  additional  site-specific  data  are 
obtained. 

-91  1  6  Comment:  The  plan  does  not  say  what  the  BLM  intends  to  do  to  prevent 

the  demise  of  native  fish  populations. 

Response:  The  SEORMP  provides  a  range  of  protections  for  aquatic 
habitats  in  general,  and  streams  or  wetlands  with  native  fishes  would 
receive  higher  priority  for  the  application  of  restorative  or  enhancing 
habitat  management  actions,  if  deemed  necessary.  Alternative  D2  in  the 
PSEORMP/FEIS  specifically  addresses  special  status  native  fishes, 
proposing  removal  of  livestock  grazing  from  stream  segments  with  habitat 
for  Federal  listed,  proposed,  or  candidate  fishes  as  well  as  for  stronghold 
populations  of  redband  trout. 
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Comment:  Fish  could  benefit  from  multiyear  livestock  exclusion  to  allow 
reestablishment  of  streamside  trees. 

Response:  Alternative  D2  in  the  PSEORMP/FEIS  specifically  addresses 
permanent  removal  of  livestock  grazing  from  stream  segments  with  habitat 
for  Federally  listed,  proposed,  or  candidate  fishes  as  well  as  for  stronghold 
populations  of  redband  trout.  Multiyear  livestock  exclusion  can  be 
adopted  under  any  alternative  if  this  level  of  protection  from  grazing  is 
necessary  for  resource  improvement  and  recovery. 


Comment:  Lack  of  trend  data  in  77.1%  of  riparian  seems  to  conflict  with 
ESA. 

Response:  See  comment  response  248. 


Comment:  The  fisheries  discussion  is  inadequate  for  Blitzen  Pasture. 

Response:  Refer  to  Comments  Regarding  Andrews  Resource  Area  on 
page  1. 

Comment:  The  effect  of  increasing  turbidity  due  to  livestock  in  streams 
and  bank  shearing  is  not  described  adequately. 

Response:  Sedimentation  of  aquatic  ecosystems  is  a  common  outcome  of 
many  land  management  activities,  including  timber  harvest,  road  building, 
mining,  as  well  as  grazing.  Consequently,  stress  due  to  increased  sedimen¬ 
tation  is  one  of  the  most  common  causes  of  ecological  dysfunction  in  lotic 
systems.  The  negative  impacts  of  sediments  on  stream-dwelling  organ¬ 
isms,  including  fishes,  amphibians,  invertebrates,  and  plants,  are  well 
documented,  and  involve  gill  abrasion,  smothering  of  eggs,  decreased 
photosynthesis,  and  burial  of  gravel  or  cobble  habitats.  A  general  discus¬ 
sion  of  turbidity  appears  in  PSEORMP/FEIS  Chapter  2,  Water  Resources 
and  Riparian/Wetland  Areas.  Quality  of  Riparian  Areas,  and  in  Appendix 
D4  (Riparian  Trend  Analysis  Worksheet). 


Comment:  Page  3-25:  Oppose  Fish  and  Aquatic  Habitat  objective 
because  it  gives  priority  to  some  uses  over  others. 

Response:  Fish  and  Aquatic  Habitat  objectives  are  consistent  with 
FLPMA  (1976),  which  allows  multiple  uses  to  occur  on  public  lands  as 
long  as  the  lands  are  managed  in  a  manner  that  would  protect  the  quality  of 
natural  resources  and  not  impair  productivity.  The  objective  also  adheres 
to  ODEQ  State  water  quality  standards  for  fish  or  other  aquatic  beneficial 
uses. 


Comment:  Page  2-25:  Need  map  of  fish-bearing  streams  and  table  of 
condition  of  fish  habitat. 

Response:  A  map  showing  fish-bearing  streams  and  streams  with  Feder¬ 
ally  listed  fish  had  been  added  to  PSEORMP/FEIS,  but  a  table  of  fish 
habitat  condition  has  not  been  included.  In  general,  quality  of  fish  habitat 
can  be  correlated  with  riparian  condition  and  trend.  Site-specific  informa¬ 
tion  on  fish  habitat  condition  would  be  presented  during  the  GMA  evalua¬ 
tion  process. 

Comment:  Page  4-60:  Regarding  33  miles  of  fish  habitat  negatively 
impacted  by  wild  horses;  account  for  the  miles  in  other  alternatives  and 
miles  impacted  by  cattle. 
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Response:  Refer  to  Comments  Regarding  Andrews  Resource  Area  on 
page  1. 

299  1 

1  Comment:  Plan  fails  to  protect  and  enhance  habitat  for  Great  Basin 

redband  trout. 

Response:  Refer  to  Comments'  Regarding  Andrews  Resource  Area  on 
page  1. 

1 

1 

Opinion  or  Preference 

1  Supports  Alternative  D  for  fish  because  of  urgency  of  inventory,  restora¬ 

tion.  and  monitoring. 

1  Stronger  wording  of  Alternative  D  is  necessary  for  healthy  fisheries. 

LETTER  NUMBER:  009.  075.  078.  107,  109  1 10.  180,  232.  235 

Wild  Horses 

No.  I  S 

300  1  1  Comment:  Remove  or  reduce  wild  horses;  they  are  exotics. 


Response:  The  “Wild  Free-Roaming  Horse  and  Burro  Act”  (Public  Law 
92-195)  states:  “It  is  the  policy  of  Congress  that  wild  free-roaming  horses 
and  burros  shall  be  protected  from  capture,  branding,  harassment,  or  death; 
and  to  accomplish  this  they  are  to  be  considered  in  the  area  where  pres¬ 
ently  found  as  an  integral  part  of  the  Public  Lands.” 

301  1 

1  Comment:  Page  4-98:  ODFW  does  not  support  “adjusting”  bighorn 

sheep  populations  to  meet  Wild  Horse  Alternatives  A  and  C. 

Response:  The  comment  references  a  potential  consequence  of  imple¬ 
menting  actions  which  were  maximized  with  Alternative  A.  These  actions 
were  not  included  in  Proposed  RMP.  With  implementation  of  actions 
identified  in  Alternative  C  and  Proposed  RMP,  where  bighorn  sheep  range 
and  wild  horse  HMA’s  overlap,  each  designation  may  constrain  opportuni¬ 
ties  to  maximize  the  other  use. 

302  1 

1  Comment:  Wild  horse  populations  should  be  managed  to  cause  the  least 

adverse  impacts  to  native  species. 

Response:  As  stated  in  Chapter  2,  “Consistent  with  the  'Wild  Free- 
Roaming  Horse  and  Burro  Act'  (Public  Law  92-195)  and  to  prevent 
resource  overuse  and  maintain  a  thriving  ecological  balance,  gathering 
takes  place  as  a  herd  reaches  the  maximum  number  of  the  established 
range  of  appropriate  management  levels  and/or  monitoring  data  indicate 
that  an  excess  of  horses  is  present.” 

303  1 

1  Comment:  ODFW  is  opposed  to  adding  Red  Mountain  North  Pasture  to 

Coyote  Lake  HMA. 

Response:  As  identified  in  Chapters  2,  3  and  4,  wild  horses  have  used  Red 
Mountain  North  Pasture  since  passage  of  the  Act  in  1971  and  have  been 
periodically  counted  as  part  of  Coyote  Lakes  HMA  since  establishment  of 
the  HMA.  As  a  result,  administrative  correction  is  appropriate. 

304  1 

1  Comment:  Do  not  increase  allowable  horse  numbers  in  Coyote  Lake 

HMA  because  of  possible  impacts  to  threatened  kit  fox. 
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Response:  Kit  fox  are  identified  as  a  Bureau  assessment  species  within 
Chapter  2  of  the  draft  and  final.  Though  not  proposed  in  this  land  use 
planning  document,  any  proposal  to  increase  wild  horse  numbers  in  Coyote 
Lake  HMA  or  any  HMA  would  include  consideration  of  potential  impacts 
to  any  special  status  species,  especially  those  listed  as  threatened  or 
endangered  under  the  ESA. 


305  1  1  Comment:  Pages  3-30:  Alternatives  A,  D,  and  E  do  not  meet  require¬ 

ments  of  stated  objective. 

Response:  Chapter  4  analysis  indicates  that  wild  horse  management 
objectives  would  marginally  be  met  with  implementation  of  Alternative  A 
actions  and  would  be  met  with  implementation  of  Alternative  D  actions. 
The  conclusion  of  Alternative  E  analysis  in  the  draft  document  identified 
that  actions  would  be  in  direct  conflict  with  the  “Wild  Horse  and  Burro 
Act”  of  1971.  As  a  result,  wild  horse  management  actions  proposed  in 
Alternative  E  were  revised  in  this  final  document  to  include  management 
actions  similar  to  those  proposed  in  Alternative  D. 

306  1  1  Comment:  Alternatives  A  and  E  do  not  meet  requirements  of  the  “Wild 

Horse  and  Burro  Act.” 

Response:  See  comment  response  305. 

307  1  1  Comment:  There  is  no  difference  between  references  to  water  develop¬ 

ment  in  Alternatives  A  and  C;  add  statement  in  each  case  “to  provide  for 
water  developments  to  assure  a  reliable  water  supply  during  drought 
years.” 

Response:  The  suggested  addition  to  Wild  Horse  action  4  of  Table  3-1  and 
the  expanded  narrative  of  Chapter  3  was  incorporated  in  the  final  docu¬ 
ment. 

308  1  1  Comment:  Page  3-92,  94:  Section  raises  concerns  of  legality  and  need 

for  water  during  drought;  also,  monitoring  should  include  age  and  sex 
distribution. 

Response:  See  comment  response  307  in  reference  to  providing  water  for 
wild  horses  during  drought.  Collection  of  data  to  periodically  identify  age 
and  sex  distribution  of  wild  horse  herds  was  added  to  monitoring  of 
Chapter  3  and  Appendix  W  (Monitoring)  in  the  PSEORMP/FEIS. 

309  1  1  Comment:  Page  4-100:  Alternative  B  should  say  no  emphasis  as  opposed 

to  less  emphasis  placed  on  providing  livestock  forage  over  wild  horse 
forage. 

Response:  Within  current  management  direction  (Alternative  B),  livestock 
grazing  is  an  authorized  use  within  HMA’s.  Thus,  the  analysis  as  stated, 
less  emphasis  is  placed  on  providing  livestock  forage  over  wild  horse 
forage,  as  compared  to  the  analysis  found  in  Alternative  A,  is  correct. 

310  1  1  Comment:  Bighorn  sheep  and  wild  horse  habitat  competition  should  be 

better  considered  prior  to  the  reintroduction  of  bighorn  sheep  into  HMA’s. 

Response:  The  comment  is  correct  and  consistent  with  requirements  of 
NEPA  in  stating  that  consequences  of  implementing  an  action  would  be 
analyzed  prior  to  undertaking  the  action,  whether  proposed  by  BLM  or  any 
other  entity. 
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311  1  1  Comment:  Page  4-98:  List  how  many  AUM’s  are  allocated  to  wild 

horses. 

Response:  Allocation  of  resources  to  wild  horses  in  this  document  is 
quantified  by  identifying  an  acceptable  range  of  appropriate  management 
level  (AML)  within  each  HMA.  As  stated  in  Chapter  2,  “appropriate 
management  levels  (AML's)  within  each  HMA  were  established  through 
previous  land  use  plans  to  ensure  public  land  resources,  including  wild 
horse  habitat,  are  maintained  in  satisfactory,  healthy  condition,  and 
unacceptable  impacts  to  these  resources  are  minimized.” 

Opinion  or  Preference 

1  1  Document  in  general  provides  proper  and  effective  management  of  horses. 

1  1  We  support  Alternative  D  for  wild  horses. 

LETTER  NUMBER:  157,  180.  234,  241 

Grazing 

This  section  is  subdivided  into  Comments  Against  Grazing/ Adaptive  Management;  AUM  Allocation  Com¬ 
ments;  Grazing  Standards  and  Guidelines  and  Best  Management  Practices;  Comments  Supporting  Grazing; 
Problems  or  Def  iciencies  of  Plan  Alternatives;  Rationale,  Objectives,  Etc.;  and  Other  Comments. 


No.  I  S 

312  41  51  Comment:  Support  specific,  clear  and  sound  standards  and  guidelines  in 

lieu  of  adaptive  management. 

Reasons: 

too  vague,  need  clear  grazing  schedules; 

BLM  lacks  proper  monitoring  to  enforce; 
allows  ranchers  to  graze  beyond  permit  limitation; 

BLM  unable  to  enforce  because  of  peer  community  pressure; 
flexibility  in  management  allows  continued  resource  degradation; 
until  grazing  becomes  less  of  a  BLM  mission; 

only  if  BLM  had  a  better  track  record  of  protecting  natural  resources; 

leads  to  nonspecific  proposed  actions  that  are  difficult  or  impossible  to 
analyze; 

timing,  identification  of  management  actions,  description  of  proposed 
actions  and  proper  analysis  are  missing; 

ignores  resource  damage,  BLM  does  not  follow  constraints  that  are  a 
part  of  proposed  action  in  NEPA  documents;  and 

fails  to  provide  meaningful  available  information  on  rangeland  condi¬ 
tions  and  trends  to  provide  adequate  baseline  for  public  review  and 
implementing  adaptive  management;  use  geographic  information 
systems  to  produce  maps  to  monitor  trend  of  ecological  condition. 

Response:  The  draft  document,  and  this  PSEORMP/FEIS,  utilize  a 
description  of  desired  resource  conditions  and  possible  site-specific 
conditions  which  may  be  encountered  throughout  the  life  of  the  plan. 
Desired  conditions  are  articulated  in  Chapter  3  of  the  draft  as  well  as  in  a 
number  of  appendices.  Livestock  grazing  actions  identified  in  each 
alternative  are  those  the  Bureau  would  take,  consistent  with  the  theme  of 
the  alternative,  to  improve  conditions  which  are  found  to  be  less  than 
acceptable  or  to  maintain  desired  conditions.  A  listing  of  site-specific 
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actions  which  would  be  implemented  through  the  life  of  the  plan,  as 
requested  by  these  commentors,  would  allow  less  opportunity  to  incorpo¬ 
rate  new  information  about  site-specific  resource  conditions  and  response 
to  management  actions  as  well  as  changes  in  the  desires  of  interested 
publics.  The  Bureau’s  ability  to  implement  adaptive  management  is 
dependent  on  its  ability  to  effectively  monitor  implemented  actions  and 
resulting  resource  changes.  Comments  identifying  concern  with  the 
Bureau’s  need  to  increase  monitoring  are  appropriate  so  long  as  informa¬ 
tion  is  utilized  to  implement  appropriate  change  in  site-specific  manage¬ 
ment. 


313  24  28  Comment:  Public  lands  should  not  be  managed  for  the  economic  benefit 

of  the  livestock  industry  at  the  expense  of  natural  resources  and  values. 

Reasons: 

do  not  destroy  unreplaceable  areas  for  little  value  of  livestock  grazing; 

threatened  and  endangered  species  need  to  be  protected  over  cattle 
interests; 

recreation  is  as  important  to  regional  economy  as  ranching; 

do  not  need  more  grazing  land  for  cattle; 

land  belongs  to  all  the  public; 

charge  fair  market  value  for  AU M's;  and 

stop  “welfare  ”  on  the  range. 

Response:  Actions  proposed  in  Alternative  C  of  the  draft  and  Proposed 
RMP  are  consistent  with  these  comments.  The  preferred  alternative 
attempts  to  strike  an  appropriate  balance  based  on  the  expected  social, 
economic,  and  ecological  outcomes  disclosed  in  Chapter  4.  The  grazing 
fee  is  set  by  legislation  and  is  beyond  the  scope  of  this  land  use  planning 
document. 

314  15  16  Comment:  Eliminate  grazing  in  riparian  areas  and  wetlands. 

Reasons: 

to  protect  fish,  habitat,  arid  cover; 
to  restore  riparian  vegetation; 
to  restore  lowered  water  table; 
presence  for  recreational  use; 
to  reduce  streambank  erosion;  and 
to  improve  water  quality. 

Response:  Alternative  A  proposed  livestock  exclusion  or  removal  of  other 
uses  from  RCA’s  when  the  use  adversely  affects  water  quality  or  riparian 
resources.  This  action  would  be  implemented  primarily  with  exclusion 
corridor  fencing  of  streams.  Analysis  in  Chapter  4  indicates  the  short¬ 
sighted  benefits  of  wholesale  exclusion  fencing  of  streams  including  high 
costs  of  construction  and  maintenance,  failure  to  appropriately  manage 
watersheds  contributing  to  failure  of  riparian  systems  to  function  properly, 
and  additional  livestock  impacts  adjacent  to  exclusion  fences.  Proposals 
presented  in  Alternative  C  of  the  draft  document  and  also  within  Proposed 
RMP  of  this  final,  more  fully  identify  the  interconnection  of  watersheds 
with  riparian  communities  and  appropriate  livestock  management  actions. 
Livestock  management  actions  consistent  with  stated  criteria  to  meet 
resource  objectives  more  fully  protect  the  values  these  commentors 
identify. 
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315  14  15  Comment:  Eliminate  grazing  in  the  Steens  Mountains. 

Reasons: 

inconsistent  with  wilderness  and  recreation  values;  and 
to  restore  redband  habitat. 

Response:  Refer  to  Comments  Regarding  Andrews  Resource  Area  on 
page  1. 

316  12  12  Comment:  Reduce  grazing  in  the  planning  area  generally. 

Response:  Though  full  implementation  of  Alternative  C  or  Proposed  RMP 
may  result  in  site-specific  reductions  in  levels  of  authorized  livestock  use 
to  meet  management  objectives,  a  wholesale  reduction  of  grazing  in  the 
planning  area  is  not  justified  in  the  absence  of  supporting  rationale.  Also 
see  comment  response  317. 


317  9  9  Comment:  Eliminate  grazing  in  other  sensitive,  pristine,  perennial 

grassland  areas. 

Response:  Alternative  D2  in  the  PSEORMP/FEIS  removes  major  tracts  of 
public  land  within  the  planning  area  from  livestock  management  allotments 
and  thus  result  in  livestock  reductions  between  Alternative  E  and  the 
remaining  alternatives.  Alternative  D2  was  developed  as  a  result  of  a 
significant  number  of  comments  received  in  a  modified  form  letter 
identifying  a  desire  to  see  a  strengthened  Alterative  D  with  livestock 
grazing  excluded  from  a  variable  list  of  SMA’s,  areas  of  specified  resource 
conditions,  or  where  specified  resource  values  are  present.  Criteria  for 
identifying  tracts  of  public  land  not  allocated  to  livestock  grazing  in 
Alternative  D-2  are: 


1)  selected  habitat  of  Mulford’s  milkvetch,  a  special  status  plant  species 
which  are  vulnerable  livestock  impacts; 

2)  habitat  of  fish  species  listed  under  the  ESA; 

3)  redband  trout  and  Columbia  spotted  frog  strongholds; 

4)  selected  habitat  of  sagebrush-dependent  species,  utilizing  sage  grouse  as 
an  indicator  species; 

5)  management  corridors  of  three,  river  segments  congressionally  desig¬ 
nated  as  NWSR’s  under  the  1986  Act  and  four  addition  river  segments 
found  administratively  suitable  for  potential  designation  by  Congress  as 
NWSR’s  within  Alternative  C;  and 

6)  selected  ACEC’s. 

An  additional  proposal  of  Alternative  D2  is  to  temporarily  exclude  live¬ 
stock  from  pastures  containing  riparian  vegetation  communities  which,  due 
to  livestock  grazing,  are  functioning  at-risk  with  a  downward  trend  or  are 
not  properly  functioning.  This  would  continue  until  a  condition  of  func- 
tioning-at-risk  with  an  upward  trend  is  attained  and  appropriate  livestock 
management  actions  are  implemented. 

318  12  17  Comment:  Eliminate  grazing  in  the  planning  area. 

Response:  Analysis  of  the  commentor’s  proposal  was  completed  in 
Alternative  E  of  the  draft.  The  action  of  eliminating  all  grazing  from  the 
planning  area  was  not  chosen  for  incoiporation  in  Proposed  RMP. 
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Comment:  Livestock  improvements  have  degraded  resources. 

Response:  Standard  implementation  features  and  procedures  for  range- 
land  improvements  are  presented  in  Appendix  S  (Standard  Implementation 
Features  and  Procedures  for  Rangeland  Improvements).  When  appropriate 
mitigation  measures  are  implemented  to  address  potential  adverse  impacts 
to  resource  values,  the  impacts  of  implementing  rangeland  projects  can  be 
minimized. 

Comment:  Eliminate  grazing  in  Owyhee  NWSR/Owyhee  Canyonlands. 

Response:  Analysis  of  excluding  all  livestock  grazing  from  the  Owyhee 
NWSR  corridor  was  considered  as  one  action  in  Alternative  D2  as  identi¬ 
fied  in  the  response  to  317.  Reference  to  the  areas  from  which  livestock 
grazing  is  excluded  as  a  result  of  the  April  28,  2000  modified  order  of  the 
United  States  District  Court  of  the  District  of  Oregon  (Civil  No.  CV98-97- 
RE)  pertaining  to  livestock  management  within  areas  of  concern  identified 
by  the  Bureau  in  the  1993  “Owyhee  National  Wild  and  Scenic  River  Plan” 
was  included  in  Chapter  2  of  the  final.  Removal  of  additional  portions  of 
the  Owyhee  NWSR  corridor  from  allocation  to  livestock  grazing  is  an 
action  of  Proposed  RMP,  analyzed  in  Chapter  4  of  the  final  document. 


Comment:  Livestock  grazing  has  degraded  natural  resources. 
Reasons: 

at  expense  of  other  values; 

is  well  documented;  and 

biotic  soil  crusts  are  destroyed  by  cattle. 

Response:  Though  various  livestock  management  actions  have  the 
potential  to  impact  other  resource  values  as  identified  in  Appendix  R 
(Effects  of  Intensity  and  Season  of  Grazing)  and  in  various  portions  of 
Chapter  4  analysis,  adaptive  management  is  designed  to  identify  and 
resolve  impacts  to  resource  values  (especially  when  those  impacts  are 
inconsistent  with  overall  plan  objectives). 


Comment:  Increase  rangeland  monitoring  on  grazing. 

Response:  The  importance  of  monitoring  as  one  portion  of  the  adaptive 
management  process  is  identified  in  the  comment  response  7. 

Comment:  Eliminate  grazing  in  Donner  und  Blitzen  NWSR. 

Response:  Refer  to  Comments  Regarding  Andrews  Resource  Area  on 
page  1. 

Comment:  Eliminate  grazing  in  SMA's. 

Reasons: 

incompatible  with  values  and  uses:  and 
too  much  resource  damage. 

Response:  A  number  of  criteria,  including  designation  of  some  SMA’s, 
were  used  to  develop  livestock  management  actions  of  Alternative  D2  as 
identified  in  comment  response  317.  Analysis  of  the  consequences  of  this 
action  is  identified  in  Chapter  4  of  the  final  document. 
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Comment:  Eliminate  grazing  in  areas  in  poor  and  fair  condition  (de¬ 
graded). 

Response:  Poor  or  tair  ecological  condition  rangeland  was  one  of  a 
number  ot  criteria  considered,  though  not  included,  during  the  develop¬ 
ment  of  livestock  management  for  Alternative  D2,  as  identified  in  com¬ 
ment  response  317.  As  identified  in  the  analysis  of  Alternative  E,  many 
early  condition  rangelands  have  been  found  to  improve  little  with  the 
removal  of  livestock  grazing.  Where  not  held  in  an  early  ecological 
condition  by  inappropriate  grazing  practices,  maintenance  and  improve¬ 
ment  in  resource  conditions  can  be  attained  while  continuing  to  allow 
appropriate  livestock  grazing. 

Comment:  Reduce  grazing  in  riparian  areas  and  wetlands. 

Response:  Benefits  of  controlling  livestock  management  practices  which 
impact  riparian  values  are  identified  in  the  analysis  of  Chapter  4.  Manage¬ 
ment  ot  i  i parian  areas  and  wetlands  to  meet  PFC  and  to  meet  management 
objectives  identified  in  Chapter  3  may  result  in  site-specific  reductions  in 
livestock  use  of  these  areas  or  changes  in  other  management  activities  as 
GMA’s  are  evaluated. 


Comment:  Eliminate  grazing  in  WSA’s. 

Response:  Wilderness  values  associated  with  WSA’s  are  managed  in 
accordance  with  the  BLM  s  IMPLWR  so  as  not  to  impair  suitability  to  be 
designated  by  Congress  as  a  component  of  the  national  wilderness  system. 
Management  by  the  IMPLWR  is  in  effect  until  Congress  takes  action  on 
the  wilderness  designation  issue.  For  those  public  lands  which  were  being 
grazed  by  livestock  or  were  part  of  an  approved  livestock  grazing  system  at 
the  time  the  FLPMA  became  law  in  1976,  then  consequently  became  part 
of  a  WSA,  the  law  recognizes  use  by  livestock  as  a  grandfathered  activity 
ot  those  public  lands.  Thus,  eliminating  livestock  grazing  on  the  single 
premise  of  public  land  being  located  within  a  WSA  would  not  be  in 
compliance  with  Federal  law. 


Comment:  Eliminate  grazing  in  Alvord  Desert. 

Response:  Refer  to  Comments  Regarding  Andrews  Resource  Area  on 
page  1. 


Comment:  Reduce  grazing  in  SMA’s  (ACEC/RNA’s,  WSA’s,  NWSR's, 
etc.). 

Response:  Similar  to  comment  response  316,  full  implementation  of 
Alternative  C  or  Proposed  RMP  may  result  in  site-specific  reductions  in 
levels  of  authorized  livestock  use  within  SMA's  to  meet  management 
objectives.  A  wholesale  reduction  of  grazing  in  all  ACEC/RNA’s,  WSA’s, 
NWSR  s,  etc.,  is  not  justified  in  the  absence  of  supporting  rationale. 
Rationale  for  elimination  of  grazing  from  portions  of  the  Owyhee  NWSR 
corridor  support  those  actions  in  the  Proposed  RMP. 


Comment:  Eliminate  grazing  where  degradation  is  evident. 

Response:  See  comment  response  325.  Wholesale  removal  of  livestock 
grazing  from  areas  degraded  by  historic  practices,  though  not  further 
impacted  by  current  livestock  management,  is  not  justified. 
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Comment:  Eliminate  grazing  in  Pueblo  Mountains. 

Reason: 

inconsistent  with  wilderness  and  recreation. 

Response:  Refer  to  Comments  Regarding  Andrews  Resource  Area  on 
page  1. 


Comment:  Rest  from  grazing  and  allow  Jordan  Craters  to  recover. 

Response:  Jordan  Craters  was  excluded  from  grazing  prior  to  the  develop¬ 
ment  of  the  draft  SEORMP  and  is  not  proposed  to  be  available  for  grazing 
in  any  of  the  alternatives  of  the  draft  or  final. 


Comment:  Rest  from  grazing  and  allow  Diamond  Craters  to  recover. 

Response:  Diamond  Craters  is  outside  the  planning  area,  within  the  BLM 
Bums  District,  Three  Rivers  Resource  Area,  and  thus  its  management  is 
not  addressed  by  this  land  use  planning  document. 


Comment:  Rest  from  grazing  and  allow  Owyhee  Canyonlands/Owyhee 
NWSR  to  recover. 

Response:  See  comment  response  320. 


Comment:  Rest  from  grazing  and  allow  Trout  Creek  Mountains  to 
recover. 

Response:  Analysis  of  excluding  livestock  grazing  from  portions  of  Trout 
Creek  Mountains  was  considered  as  one  action  in  Alternative  D2  as 
identified  in  comment  response  317.  Though  full  implementation  of 
Alternative  C  or  Proposed  RMP  may  result  in  site-specific  reductions  in 
levels  of  authorized  livestock  use  of  Trout  Creek  Mountains  to  meet 
management  objectives,  a  wholesale  reduction  of  grazing  in  the  planning 
area  is  not  justified  in  the  absence  of  supporting  rationale.  Also,  for  those 
portions  of  the  Trout  Creek  Mountains  in  the  Bums  District,  refer  to 
Comments  Regarding  Andrews  Resource  Area  on  page  1 . 


Comment:  Rest  from  grazing  and  allow  Hawk  Mountain  to  recover. 

Response:  Hawk  Mountain  is  outside  the  planning  area,  within  the  BLM 
Lakeview  District,  and  thus  it’s  management  is  not  addressed  by  this  land 
use  planning  document. 

Comment:  Rest  from  grazing  and  allow  Castle  Rock  to  recover. 

Response:  Analysis  of  excluding  livestock  grazing  from  Castle  Rock  was 
considered  as  one  actions  in  Alternative  D2  as  identified  in  comment 
response  317.  Though  full  implementation  of  Alternative  C  or  Proposed 
RMP  may  result  in  site-specific  reductions  in  levels  of  authorized  livestock 
use  of  Castle  Rock  to  meet  management  objectives,  a  wholesale  reduction 
of  grazing  in  the  planning  area  was  not  justified. 


Comment:  Rest  from  grazing/allow  Alvord  Desert  to  recover. 

Response:  Refer  to  Comments  Regarding  Andrews  Resource  Area  on 
page  1. 
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339  2  2  Comment:  Buy  out  or  retire  grazing  allotments. 

Reasons: 

because  it  is  a  better  use  of  tax  dollars. 

Response:  Federal  opportunities  to  buy  out  or  retire  grazing  allotments 
are  beyond  the  scope  of  this  plan. 
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Opinion  or  Preference 

Livestock  grazing  has  degraded  ecological/natural  values  in  general. 
Reasons: 

desert  cattle  are  a  small  percentage  of  livestock  industry. 

Thanks  for  excluding  cattle  from  Little  Blitzen  and  Indian  gorges. 
Livestock  grazing  has  degraded  fish  and  fish  habitat. 

Livestock  grazing  has  degraded  special  status  plants  and/or  animals. 


AUM  Allocation  Comments 

340  2  2  Comment:  Include  the  range  of  AUM’s  by  alternative. 

Reasons: 

reader  has  no  way  of  knowing  the  figure: 

use  3 -  to  5-year  average  listed  by  resource  area; 

it  is  referred  to  numerous  times  in  text  but  is  absent; 

reader  needs  to  compare  what  is  allocated  to  livestock ,  horses,  and 
wildlife; 

expand  TNR  discussion  (page  4-105)  by  alternative;  and 
Page  4-107,  para  10:  Discuss  how  many  AUM’s  by  alternative. 

Response:  This  land  use  planning  document  was  formulated  to  present 
criteria  by  which  public  land  resources  would  be  managed,  and  as  such, 
generally  does  not  identify  site-specific  livestock  management  actions  that 
would  be  implemented  with  the  signing  of  a  record  of  decision  (ROD). 
Throughout  the  life  of  the  plan,  the  adaptive  management  process,  as 
identified  in  Chapter  3,  would  be  implemented  within  GMA's  and  may 
result  in  site-specific  reductions  or  increases  in  levels  of  authorized 
livestock  use  to  meet  management  objectives.  Within  the  conclusion 
statement  of  analysis  of  impacts  to  livestock  grazing  with  implementation 
of  each  alternative  in  Chapter  4,  an  estimated  change  in  levels  of  livestock 
use  throughout  the  planning  area  with  full  implementation  of  that  alterna¬ 
tive  has  been  provided.  Additionally,  the  analysis  included  an  allotment 
specific  statement  that,  “Changes  in  permitted  use  within  an  individual 
allotment  would  depend  on  the  array  of  resources  affected  by  livestock  use, 
management  objectives,  intensity  of  livestock  management  actions 
implemented  by  livestock  operators,  and  opportunities  to  develop  and 
implement  livestock  grazing  use  while  sustaining  resource  values.” 


341  1  6  Comment:  There  is  no  discussion  of  cattle  and  sheep  numbers,  AUM’s 

allocated,  or  how  many  livestock  are  currently  grazing  public  land  com¬ 
pared  to  the  past. 

Response:  The  current  number  of  permittees  within  each  resource  area 
and  authorized  number  of  AUM’s  by  resource  area  has  been  presented  in 
Chapter  2.  For  allotment-specific  information  concerning  active  AUM's 
and  suspended  AUM’s  of  livestock  use,  refer  to  Appendix  E  (Allotment 
Summaries). 
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342  1  1  Comment:  Appendix  E:  Remove  because  document  states  that  no 

reallocation  will  be  made. 

Response:  Appendix  E  (Allotment  Summaries)  has  been  included  in  the 
document  to  provide  an  allotment-specific  summary  of  the  current  situa¬ 
tion  and  to  reference  actions  proposed  in  various  alternatives  which  may 
affect  future  management  of  livestock  grazing  in  the  allotment.  With 
periodic  updates  through  the  life  of  the  plan,  allotment  summaries  would 
provide  an  overview  of  management  within  each  resource  area. 

343  1  1  Comment:  Fails  to  consider  a  range  of  alternatives  for  the  amount  of 

livestock  that  would  be  considered. 

Reasons: 

unclear  how  much  grazing  is  planned;  and 
estimates  are  all  within  normal  range  of  variation. 

Response:  See  comment  response  342.  An  increase  in  authorized  levels 
of  grazing  is  possible  with  implementation  of  Alternative  A  whereas  all 
livestock  grazing  permits  would  be  canceled  with  implementation  of 
Alternative  E.  Other  alternatives  would  result  in  intermediate  changes  in 
levels  of  livestock  grazing. 

344  1  1  Comment:  Base  allocations  on  poor  years. 

Response:  Authorized  levels  of  livestock  grazing  within  each  allotment 
are  based  on  data  which  indicate  that  management  objectives  would  be 
met.  In  years  of  below  average  effective  soil  moisture  during  the  growing 
season,  reductions  in  livestock  use  may  be  implemented  to  ensure  that 
resource  values  are  maintained. 


344a  Comment:  With  the  series  of  changes  being  proposed  in  various  Federal 

documents,  different  levels  of  livestock  grazing  change  are  identified. 
Within,  Rangeland  Reform  a  decreasing  trend  of  6%  per  decade  on  BLM  is 
identified  while  the  Draft  Eastside  EIS  identifies  a  decline  in  cattle 
numbers  grazing  on  public  land  by  approximately  1%  per  year  for  the  next 
20  years,  and  the  Draft  SEORMP/EIS.  page  4-109  (Alternative  C  analysis), 
identifies  that  permitted  grazing  use  would  remain  constant  or  decrease  as 
much  as  10%.  With  the  series  of  changes  being  proposed  for  grazing 
levels,  we  suggest  that  to  avoid  confusion  that  the  cumulative  and  con¬ 
nected  impacts  of  these  various  programs  be  reviewed  and  discussed  in 
more  detail. 

Response:  Projected  change  in  levels  of  authorized  livestock  grazing  use 
on  public  lands  in  the  three  tiered  documents  listed  in  the  comment  would 
result  from  actions  necessary  to  meet  management  objectives.  Rangeland 
Reform,  a  national  effort  by  BLM  and  the  USFS  which  proposed  change  in 
policy  and  regulation  within  the  Federal  rangeland  management  program: 
ICBEMP,  a  coordinated,  scientifically  sound,  broad-scale,  ecosystem-based 
management  strategy  for  lands  administered  by  BLM  and  the  USFS  across 
parts  of  Idaho,  Oregon.  Montana,  and  Washington:  and  this  plan,  a  mid¬ 
scale  land  use  planning  document  for  two  resource  areas  that  share  similar 
public  land  management  objectives  including  those  to  sustaining  upland 
and  riparian  health  and  function  to  provide  products  and  values  for  current 
and  future  benefit.  As  a  result,  consequences  of  implementing  actions 
identified  in  these  three  tiered  documents  are  not  cumulative  but  often 
impacts  of  the  same  actions.  The  similar,  though  numerically  different. 
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impacts  to  authorized  levels  of  livestock  grazing  identified  in  these  three 
documents  result  form  the  difference  in  land  unit  cover  by  the  document 
and  the  projected  actions  necessary  to  meet  objectives.  Efforts  were  made 
during  the  development  of  the  SEORMP  to  ensure  that  the  science  used  to 
develop  ICBEMP  Final  EIS  was  also  used  when  formulating  management 
actions.  Additionally,  "Standards  for  Rangeland  Health  and  Guidelines  for 
Livestock  Grazing  Management  for  Public  Lands  in  Oregon  and  Washing¬ 
ton."  a  product  of  Rangeland  Reform,  is  included  as  a  reprint  in  its  entirety 
in  this  plan  as  Appendix  Q. 


The  commentor  also  questioned  the  source  of  difference  between  the  0- 
10%  reduction  in  permitted  livestock  use  in  the  planning  area  identified  on 
page  4-109  of  the  draft  and  consequences  on  page  4-153  identifying  a 
reduction  in  livestock  productive  capacity  in  Harney  County  of  10,925 
AUM’s,  representing  1.5%  of  the  current  level.  The  analysis  in  the  draft 
document  identifying  a  0-10%  reduction  is  found  in  the  Rangeland/ 
Grazing  Use  section  and  is  a  comparison  of  projected  levels  of  grazing  use 
of  BLM  lands  in  the  planning  area  with  implementation  of  Alternative  C 
versus  current  livestock  grazing  levels  in  the  planning  area.  The  analysis 
identifying  1.5%  of  current  levels  is  found  in  the  Human  Uses  and  Values 
section  and  is  a  comparison  of  current  livestock  production  capacity  in 
Harney  County  including  that  capacity  supported  by  BLM  lands  in  Three 
Rivers  Resource  Area.  Malheur  National  Forest,  State  lands,  and  private 
lands  in  Harney  County  in  addition  to  capacity  supported  by  BLM  lands  in 
ARA.  Also,  refer  to  Comments  Regarding  Andrews  Resource  Area  on 
page  1. 

Grazing  Standards  and  Guidelines  and  Best  Management 
Practices 

345  5  5  Comment:  Against  cutting  animal  unit  months  (AUM’s);  not  enough  data. 

Response:  This  plan  in  itself  does  not  reduce  AUM's  of  any  operator  nor 
as  a  whole  across  the  planning  area,  though  criteria  are  established  for 
management  of  public  lands  within  the  planning  area.  A  consequence  of 
site-specific  evaluation/assessment  of  monitoring  data  to  determine 
whether  these  criteria  are  being  met  within  a  GMA  or  any  specific  location 
may  result  in  a  reduction  or  increase  in  authorized  levels  of  livestock 
grazing  as  well  as  other  changes  to  livestock  management  practices 
implemented. 


346  1  6  Comment:  Best  management  practices  (BMP's)  provide  no  objective 

numerical  standards  for  most  management  activities. 

Response:  As  stated  in  the  draft  plan’s  Appendix  O.  page  371,  BMP's  are 
designed  to  assist  in  achieving  the  objectives  for  maintaining  or  improving 
water  quality,  soils,  watershed  condition,  etc.  BMP’s  are  based  on  site- 
specific  conditions  which  allow  for  adjustments  and  refinement  to  meet 
landform  and  resource  differences.  These  methods,  measures,  or  practices, 
although  not  required  to  contain  numerical  criteria,  may  contain  quantita¬ 
tive  measures  as  needed.  Most  BMP’s  in  Appendix  O  purposely  do  not 
contain  finite  values  because  of  the  multitude  of  differing  site-specific 
situations. 


347  1  6  Comment:  BMP’s  contain  no  direction  for  grazing  management,  weed 

control,  or  other  issues. 

Response:  Noxious  weed  management  BMP's  are  listed  in  Appendix  O. 
A  reference  to  the  1997  "Northwest  Area  Noxious  Weed  Control  EIS”  has 
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been  added  to  this  section  to  help  further  define  weed  control  within  the 
planning  area.  Livestock  grazing  management  practices  are  contained 
within  Appendix  S  (Standard  Implementation  Features  and  Procedures  for 
Rangeland  Improvements).  A  reference  to  Appendix  S.  has  been  added  to 
the  BMP  appendix  to  help  direct  readers  to  livestock  grazing  management 
practices.  Also  see  comment  response  346. 


Comment:  The  section  on  S&G's  in  Appendix  Q  contains  no  clear 
standards  or  management  direction  to  guide  BLM  in  management. 

Response:  Appendix  Q  is  a  reprint  of  "Standards  for  Rangeland  Health 
and  Guidelines  for  Livestock  Management  for  Public  Lands  in  Oregon  and 
Washington"  developed  in  consultation  w  ith  resource  advisor)'  councils, 
provincial  advisory  committees,  tribes,  and  others  in  both  states.  It  has 
been  included  in  this  land  use  planning  document  to  clarify  and  better 
communicate  to  the  reader  the  management  direction  of  BLM-adminis- 
tered  rangelands  in  the  planning  area  as  well  as  throughout  Oregon  and 
Washington. 


Comment:  S&G's  are  meaningless  by  the  insistence  that  all  landscape  be 
managed  with  site  heterogeneity  in  mind. 

Response:  See  comment  response  348. 


Comment:  The  SEORAC's  "potential  indicators”  are  not  true  indicators, 
only  general  characteristics  of  the  landscape. 

Response:  See  comment  response  348. 

Comment:  Page  2-10:  BMP's:  Object  to  open-ended  provision:  BLM 
has  confused  "management  actions”  w  ith  guiding  principles. 

Response:  BLM  considers  management  actions  to  be  activities  such  as 
mining  and  livestock  grazing,  whereas  BMP’s  are  guidelines  associated 
with  and  applied  to  site-specific  approved  actions  to  reduce  or  eliminate 
existing  or  potential  disturbances  to  resources  within  the  watershed  as 
stated  in  Appendix  O  (Best  Management  Practices). 

Comment:  Concerned  about  anti-grazing  tone  of  Appendix  D  and  plan  in 
general. 

Response:  A  range  of  alternatives  was  developed  as  required  by  NEPA. 
including  Alternative  D  in  which  natural  values  are  emphasized  and 
providing  for  grazing  use  is  subordinate.  Analysis  of  Alternative  D 
resulted  in  a  limited  number  of  actions  from  this  alternative  being  included 
in  Proposed  RMP.  Since  Appendix  D  ( Riparian/Wetland  Areas)  did  not 
address  grazing,  BLM  assumes  that  the  commentor  meant  Alternative  D 
and  responded  thusly. 


Comment:  Use  specific  standards  and  guidelines  in  lieu  of  adaptive 
management. 

Response:  Within  this  land  use  planning  document,  the  Bureau  recognizes 
that  our  knowledge  of  ecological  processes,  our  information  concerning 
site-specific  resource  conditions,  and  the  public's  requests  for  values  from 
public  lands  would  continue  to  shift  through  time.  As  a  result,  this 
planning  document  was  formulated  to  define  criteria  under  which  public 
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lands  in  the  planning  area  would  be  managed.  Adaptive  management,  a 
process  presented  in  Chapter  3,  would  be  utilized  to  develop,  implement, 
monitor,  and  evaluate  site-specific  activity  plans  within  geographic 
management  areas  (GMA's)  which  describe  detailed  management  activi¬ 
ties — where  they  would  be  carried  out.  the  acreage  treated,  and  possible 
consequences  of  not  meeting  management  objectives. 

Opinions  or  Preferences 

2  Multiple  use  centers  around  grazing:  open  range  is  outdated  and  needs 
reform. 

2  Public  may  demand  grazing  be  stopped  if  BLM  cannot  manage  grazing  on 
public  land. 

2  The  lands  are  arid  and  vulnerable  to  overgrazing. 

1  Don't  subsidize  marginal  cattle  producers. 

1  Coordination  with  regulations  is  important  regarding  involvement  of 
livestock  producers. 

1  Grazing  and  mining  laws  are  archaic. 

1  Realizes  that  grazing  on  public  land  is  a  way  of  life  for  some  people. 

1  Adopt  clear  standards  and  guidelines  for  management  and  budget  for 
monitoring. 

1  Understands  that  BLM  is  committed  to  multiple  use  management,  includ¬ 
ing  grazing. 

1  Understands  that  grazing  is  complicated  by  mixtures  of  public  and  private 
lands. 

Comments  Supporting  Grazing 

1  Comment:  Jackies  Butte  permittees  should  have  a  larger  voice  in  this  plan 
because  they  are  permitted  users. 

Response:  Public  land  resources  are  managed  for  public  benefits  today 
and  in  the  future.  As  such,  all  interested  publics  are  allowed  to  participate 
in  land  use  planning. 

1  Comment:  More  flexibility  needs  to  be  put  in  the  plan  relative  to  in¬ 
creased  levels  of  grazing. 

Response:  The  draft  and  final  documents  were  formulated  to  provide 
criteria  for  management  of  public  land  resources  and  not  develop  prescrip¬ 
tive  one-size-fits-all  management  actions.  As  such,  flexibility  is  provided 
to  develop  activity  plans  which  fit  site-specific  assemblages  of  resources 
and  allow  opportunities  to  use  resources  appropriately. 

1  Comment:  TNR  grazing  should  become  permanent  in  appropriate  areas. 

Reasons: 

improves  site  productivity. 

Response:  As  stated  in  regulation  (43  CFR  4110.3-1),  “Additional  forage 
may  be  apportioned  to  qualified  applicants  for  livestock  grazing  use 
consistent  with  multiple  use  objectives.  Additional  forage  available  on  a 
sustained  yield  basis  for  livestock  grazing  use  shall  first  be  apportioned  in 
satisfaction  of  suspended  permitted  use  to  the  permittee(s)  or  lessee(s) 
authorized  to  graze  in  the  allotment  in  which  the  forage  is  available.” 

1  Comment:  Recommends  not  limiting  use  in  riparian  to  just  early  use. 
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Response:  The  plan  provides  for  any  season  of  use  within  riparian  commu¬ 
nities  so  long  as  management  objectives  can  be  met.  The  SEORMP  allows 
for  an  interdisciplinary  team  of  specialists  to  design  schedules  that  are 
appropriate  to  the  needs  of  the  existing  landscape  in  relation  to  the  climate, 
soils,  and  vegetation.  Appendix  R  (Effects  of  Intensity  and  Season  of 
Grazing)  lists  a  number  of  reasons  why  riparian  communities  are  less 
vulnerable  to  livestock  impacts  during  spring  than  at  other  seasons. 
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359  1  1 


Comment:  Fencing  off  or  taking  grazing  land  away  from  ranchers  would 
be  a  “taking”  under  a  split-estate  provision. 

Response:  “Takings”  issues  are  beyond  the  scope  of  this  document.  All 
grazing  permits  offered  include  the  term.  "This  permit  conveys  no  right, 
title  or  interest  held  by  the  United  States  in  any  lands  or  resources  ...”  as 
consistent  with  the  TGA  and  other  law. 

Opinion  or  Preference 

Support  adaptive  management. 

Reasons: 

with  increased  monitoring. 

Grazing  should  not  be  reduced. 

Reasons: 

provides  natural  resource  benefits; 

because  it  is  in  keeping  with  FLPMA,  TGA ,  and  multiple  use; 
contributes  to  exotic  weed  invasions;  and 
and  identify  timing  of  use. 

Allow  limited  livestock  production  as  a  historical  recognition  of  the 
ranching  lifestyle  as  long  as  it  does  not  impact  the  ecological  integrity  of 
the  land. 

Grazing  does  not  harm  endangered  plants. 

Reasons: 

plants  survived  heavy  grazing  of  the  1 930 ’s 
A  lack  of  grazing,  fire,  exotic  weeds,  are  a  hazard  to  native  plants. 

Certain  forage  seedings  assist  in  implementing  adaptive  management 
adjustments  during  climatic  fluctuations. 

Range  condition  has  declined  in  only  isolated  areas  under  current  manage¬ 
ment. 

Problems  or  Deficiencies  of  Plan  Alternativ  es,  Rationale, 
Objectives,  and  Others 

Comment:  Appendix  E  lacks  data. 

Reasons: 

needs  to  address  current  upland  and  riparian  health  issues  by  pasture; 
and 

unable  to  determine  conditions  of  allotments. 

Response:  A  number  of  commentors  requested  additional  information 
concerning  rangeland  upland  condition  and  trend  as  well  as  riparian 
condition  and  trend.  In  response,  these  data  have  been  included  in  Appen¬ 
dix  E  (Allotment  Summaries). 

Comment:  Page  xiii:  Livestock  objective  should  be  rewritten  to  reflect 
highest  and  best  use  under  the  TGA  and  FLPMA. 
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Response:  Section  1  of  the  TGA  of  1934  begins  with  the  statement,  “That 
in  order  to  promote  the  highest  use  of  the  public  land,  the  Secretary  of  the 
Interior  is  authorized  ...  to  establish  grazing  districts  .  .  .  from  any  part  of 
the  public  domain  .  .  .  which  in  his  opinion  are  chiefly  valuable  for  grazing 
and  raising  forage  crops."  though  does  not  establish  grazing  use  as  that 
highest  use.  Section  102  of  FLPMA  includes  policy  for  management  based 
on  multiple  use  and  sustained  yield  as  well  as  management  in  a  manner 
that  will  protect  the  quality  of  scientific,  scenic,  historical,  ecological, 
environmental,  air  and  atmospheric,  water  resource,  and  archeological 
values;  that,  where  appropriate,  will  preserve  and  protect  certain  public 
lands  in  their  natural  condition;  that  will  provide  food  and  habitat  for  fish 
and  wildlife  and  domestic  animals;  and  that  will  provide  outdoor  recreation 
and  human  occupancy  and  use.  Neither  act  establishes  grazing  as  the 
highest  and  best  use  of  public  lands. 

360  1  1  Comment:  Incorporate  allotment  implementation  schedule  into  final. 

Response:  Based  on  comments  received,  a  schedule  for  the  evaluation, 
activity  planning,  and  implementation  of  actions  within  GMA’s,  composed 
of  groupings  of  allotments,  was  added  to  the  adaptive  management  section 
of  Chapter  3  in  the  final  document. 

361  1  1  Comment:  Must  analyze  impacts  of  winter  grazing  on  wildlife. 

Response:  Consequences  of  implementing  intensities  and  seasons  of 
grazing  are  described  in  Appendix  R  (Effects  of  Intensity  and  Season  of 
Grazing).  Additionally,  consequences  of  implementing  proposed  grazing 
management  actions  are  analyzed  in  Chapter  4. 

362  1  1  Comment:  Must  present  and  analyze  additional  alternatives. 

Response:  In  addition  to  the  five  alternatives  proposed  and  analyzed  in 
the  draft  document.  Alternative  D2  was  developed  for  the  final  document 
based  on  public  comment  as  described  in  comment  response  317. 

363  1  1  Comment:  DRFC  is  a  value  judgement  and  should  not  be  used. 

Response:  Public  land  resources  can  be  managed  for  a  large  variety  of 
public  goods,  services,  and  values  in  an  endless  number  of  combinations. 
The  DRFC  portrays  the  land,  resource,  social,  and  economic  conditions 
that  sustain  long-term  ecosystem  health  and  integrity  as  well  as  support, 
within  the  capacity  of  the  land,  the  economic  and/or  social  needs  of  people, 
cultures,  and  communities,  and  provide  sustainable  and  predictable  levels 
of  products  and  services. 

364  1  1  Comment:  Statements  like  “riparian  areas  are  often  affected  by  livestock” 

are  biased  and  inaccurate. 

Response:  Literature  and  data  support  the  conclusion  that  inappropriate 
management  of  livestock  has  the  potential  to  negatively  impact  riparian 
resources  as  described  in  Chapter  4  analysis  and  in  Appendix  R  (Effects  of 
Intensity  and  Season  of  Grazing). 

365  1  1  Comment:  Page  2-10:  Soil  compaction  may  occur,  but  recovers  by 

spring. 

Response:  As  stated  in  text,  the  negative  effects  of  soil  compaction  are 
remedied  through  extended  time  by  natural  processes  which  restore  bulk 
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density  and  site  productivity.  The  Soil  section  in  Chapter  2  was  rewritten 
to  clarify  this  concern. 

1  1 

Opinion  or  Preference 

Preferred  alternative  should  specify  need  for  exclusion  from  grazing. 

366  2  2 

Other  Comments 

Comment:  Pipe  water  to  upland  troughs  to  protect  riparian. 

Response:  Piping  livestock  water  to  troughs  away  from  riparian  commu¬ 
nities  is  an  action  that  would  be  implemented  on  a  site-specific  basis  where 
benefits  to  resource  values  are  justified  in  activity  or  project  plans. 

367  1  6 

Comment:  The  plan  does  not  reveal  criteria  or  assessment  for  determining 
areas  not  suitable  for  livestock  grazing. 

Response:  Livestock  grazing  is  not  authorized  in  areas  not  accessible  to 
domestic  animals  or  where  negative  impacts  to  resource  values  cannot  be 
mitigated.  Within  the  Rangeland/Grazing  Use  section  of  Chapter  2  of  the 
final  document,  reference  is  made  to  41,874  acres  of  public  land  within  the 
planning  area  set  apart  from  grazing  allotments  for  the  specific  purpose  of 
improving  or  maintaining  resource  values  that  cannot  be  protected  through 
mitigation  of  livestock  impacts,  or  because  areas  found  were  unsuitable  for 
livestock  grazing.  Additionally,  approximately  250  areas  (encompassing 
an  estimated  18,000  acres)  within  livestock  grazing  allotments,  ranging 
from  less  than  1  acre  to  5,000  acres,  are  excluded  from  livestock  by  past 
decisions  or  agreements.  These  exclusion  areas  protect  resource  values  or 
facilities  from  livestock  impacts.  Examples  of  resource  values  and 
facilities  which  may  require  livestock  exclusion  for  protection  include,  but 
are  not  limited  to,  identified  riparian  vegetation  communities  adjacent  to 
streams,  reservoirs,  springs,  and  wetlands;  developed  water  sources; 
special  status  plant  or  animal  habitats;  relevant  and  important  values  for 
which  ACEC’s  are  designated;  outstandingly  remarkable  values  (ORV’s) 
for  which  NWSR’s  were  designated;  wilderness  values;  research  and  study 
plots;  administrative  sites;  recreation  sites;  archaeological  sites;  and  waste 
disposal  sites. 

368  1  6 

Comment:  The  plan  does  not  address  impacts  of  livestock  on  plant 
community  types  or  wildlife. 

Response:  Analysis  in  Chapter  4  identifies  the  impacts  of  implementing 
proposed  livestock  management  actions  identified  in  each  alternative. 
Appendix  R  (Effects  of  Seasons  and  Intensities  of  Grazing)  presents 
information  on  the  consequence  of  livestock  grazing  on  plant  communities 
and  wildlife  habitat  values.  Refer  to  Chapter  2,  Wildlife  and  Wildlife 
Habitat. 

369  1  6 

Comment:  Appendix  R:  The  section  Effects  of  Intensity  and  Season  of 
Grazing  presents  no  standards  that  guide  managers  or  inform  public  of 
actual  management  activities. 

Response:  The  commentor  is  correct — proposed  actions  of  the  plan  can  be 
found  in  Chapter  3. 

370  1  6 

Comment:  The  loose  description  of  adaptive  management  allows  BLM 
status  quo  managing. 
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Response:  Adaptive  management  works  via  a  series  of  feedback  loops 
that  drive  mid-course  correction  as  additional  information  has  been 
provided  by  site-specific  monitoring,  research,  and  a  greater  understanding 
of  ecological  processes.  As  such,  adaptive  management  allows  for 
additional  progress  toward  meeting  management  objectives. 

6  Comment:  Western  juniper  reductions,  burning,  and  spring  development 
are  only  to  increase  forage  for  livestock. 

Response:  The  Forest  and  Woodlands  section  of  Chapter  2  identifies  the 
recent  increase  of  western  juniper  dominance  in  many  mid-elevation  shrub 
steppe  vegetation  communities.  This  increase  in  dominance  has  resulted 
from  a  change  in  natural  disturbance  regimes.  Proposed  western  juniper 
reduction  through  burning  and  other  means  is  an  attempt  to  mimic  natural 
disturbance  regimes  on  the  landscape  and  thus  restore/maintain  ecological 
processes.  Springs  are  developed  to  collect  and  deliver  water  to  troughs 
for  domestic  livestock,  wild  horses,  and  wildlife  consumption.  In  addition 
to  increasing  the  quality  of  water  available  for  animal  use,  development 
may  increase  the  quantity  of  usable  water.  With  appropriate  development, 
natural  sources  of  water  are  protected  from  unacceptable  impacts. 

6  Comment:  No  scientific  evidence  is  given  that  ecosystems  will  improved 
without  livestock  reduction. 

Response:  Discussions  in  Chapter  2,  analysis  in  Chapter  4,  and  Appendix 
R  (Effects  of  Intensity  and  Season  of  Grazing)  provide  citations  which 
support  the  benefits  of  livestock  reductions  and  other  livestock  manage¬ 
ment  actions  as  appropriate  to  correct  site-specific  shortfalls  in  meeting 
resource  objectives. 

1  Comment:  Appendix  S:  Object  to  conditioning  any  grazing  permit  with 
any  nonlisted  species. 

Response:  BLM  manages  habitat  for  a  wide  variety  of  wildlife  species, 
including  some  that  are  managed  as  special  status.  As  identified  in  the 
response  to  359,  FLPMA  directs  the  agency  to  manage  public  lands  based 
on  “multiple  use  and  sustained  yield  as  well  as  management  in  a  manner 
that  will  protect  the  quality  of  scientific,  scenic,  historical,  ecological, 
environmental,  air  and  atmospheric,  water  resource,  and  archeological 
values;  that,  where  appropriate,  will  preserve  and  protect  certain  public 
lands  in  their  natural  condition;  that  will  provide  food  and  habitat  for  fish 
and  wildlife  and  domestic  animals;  and  that  will  provide  outdoor  recreation 
and  human  occupancy  and  use.” 

1  Comment:  Unfair  to  require  mitigation  when  SMA’s  are  overlayed  on 
permittee. 

Response:  Refer  to  the  reference  to  the  content  of  FLPMA  in  comment 
response  359. 


1  Comment:  Developed  recreation  BMP  #2  is  contrary  to  objectives. 

Response:  References  to  recreation  experiences  and  public  safety  have 
been  deleted  from  the  appendix.  These  factors  are  indirect  results  of 
implementing  the  BMP’s. 
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376  1  1  Comment:  Page  3-94:  “Conditions  and  trends  of  resources  affected  by 

livestock”  is  ambiguous. 

Response:  Many  resource  values  present  on  public  land  potentially  could 
be  affected  by  site-specific  livestock  management  actions.  Those  resource 
values  negatively  affected  by  implementation  of  livestock  management 
actions  would  be  monitored  to  provide  data  and  information  to  support  the 
adaptive  management  evaluation  phase,  to  develop  future  management 
direction,  and  to  implement  appropriate  livestock  management. 

377  1  1  Comment:  Page  4-16:  Bitterbrush  return  interval  is  wrong. 

Response:  Mountain  mahogany  and  bitterbrush  return  intervals  presented 
are  assumptions  used  for  analysis  purposes.  Site-specific  return  intervals 
may  vary  greatly  and  in  some  instances,  these  species  may  not  recover 
following  fire  within  the  long  term. 

378  1  1  Comment:  Page  4-16:  “Reduced  structure  leads  to  increased  erosion”  is 

wrong. 

Response:  The  analysis  states,  “Where  multilayered  communities  are 
replaced  by  single-layered  communities,  soil  erosion  would  tend  to 
increase.”  This  statement  was  made  based  on  a  number  of  factors  which 
tend  to  reduce  erosive  forces,  including  the  soil  binding  benefits  and 
improved  soil  structure  of  multilayered  vegetation  communities  which 
more  fully  occupy  the  soil  profile  with  roots  and  improved  microclimates 
which  facilitate  infiltration  of  precipitation.  The  Soil  section  in  Chapter  2 
was  rewritten  to  clarify  this  concern. 

379  1  1  Comment:  Goal  of  livestock  management  should  be  to  achieve  PFC. 

Response:  Attainment  of  PFC  within  riparian  communities  is  the  mini¬ 
mum  objective  and  is  often  followed  by  objectives  to  meet  other  resource 
objectives. 

380  1  1  Comment:  Eliminate  grazing  by  July  15  or  earlier  in  all  riparian/wetland 

areas  to  meet  resource  objectives. 

Response:  Effects  of  various  seasons  and  intensities  of  livestock  grazing 
are  presented  in  Appendix  R  (Effects  of  Intensity  and  Season  of  Grazing), 
including  opportunities  to  implement  various  seasons  of  use  so  long  as 
resource  objectives  continue  to  be  met.  Though  spring  use  may  be  the 
most  common  season  of  use  implemented  to  meet  riparian  objectives, 
attempts  to  implement  a  one-size-fits-all  solution  often  creates  undue 
constraints  or  cause  unacceptable  impacts  to  other  resource  values. 

381  1  1  Comment:  Streambank  trampling  damage  should  not  exceed  5%  of 

streambanks  yearly,  stability  standards  must  be  established  at  80  to  90%. 

Response:  SEORMP  was  developed  to  provide  management  criteria 
determined  necessary  to  meet  landscape-level  management  objectives. 
Please  refer  to  PSEORMP/FEIS  Appendix  D3,  Riparian  Management 
Objectives  section.  A  streambank  stability  standard  among  other  standards 
for  rangeland  streams  and  riparian/wetland  areas  is  contained  in  the  RMO 
section.  As  GMA’s  are  evaluated,  additional  standards  or  restrictions  may 
be  incorporated  as  needed  to  restore  or  maintain  desired  conditions  of  these 
areas. 
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Comment:  Establish  6  inch  stubble  height  for  vegetation  at  springs,  seeps, 
and  wet  meadows. 

Response:  See  comment  response  381. 


Comment:  Establish  6  inch  stubble  height  at  end  of  growing  season  in 
riparian  areas. 

Response:  See  comment  response  381. 

\  * 

Comment:  Allow  a  maximum  of  10%  annual  use  of  woody  riparian 
vegetation. 

Response:  See  comment  response  381. 


Comment:  Allow  a  maximum  of  30%  annual  forage  use  of  key  species. 
Response:  See  comment  response  381. 


Comment:  Plant  physiologic  needs  must  be  considered  when  determining 
season  of  use  and  stocking  levels. 

Response:  Plant  physiology  and  ecology  are  issues  discussed  in  Appendix 
R  (Effects  of  Intensity  and  Season  of  Grazing). 


Comment:  Bluebunch  wheatgrass,  and  other  bunchgrasses,  should  not  be 
grazed  during  critical  growth  phase. 

Response:  See  comment  response  386.  Based  on  comments.  Appendix  R 
(Effects  of  Intensity  and  Season  of  Grazing)  was  revised  to  include 
additional  citations  of  grazing  impacts  to  vegetation  resources. 

Comment:  Terms  and  conditions  of  grazing  permits  should  include 
stocking  rate,  season-of-use,  kind  of  livestock,  deferment,  rest,  or  other 
strategies  that  maintain  good/excellent  and  improve  poor/satisfactory 
vegetation  communities  and  ecosystem  function  to  achieve  resource 
objectives. 

Response:  Terms  and  conditions  of  individual  grazing  permits  are  beyond 
the  scope  of  this  land  use  planning  document.  Grazing  permits  issued  by 
the  two  resource  areas  include  the  terms  and  conditions  identified  by  the 
commentor,  many  through  the  incorporation  of  allotment  management 
plans  or  other  activity  plans. 

Comment:  Livestock  operators  should  be  accountable  for  failures  to  meet 
objectives. 

Response:  Grazing  permits  are  “subject  to  (a)  modification,  suspension,  or 
cancellation  as  required  by  land  plans  and  applicable  law;  (b)  annual 
review  and  to  modification  of  terms  and  conditions  as  appropriate;  and  (c) 
the  TGA  as  amended,  FLPMA  as  amended,  PRIA.  and  rules  and  regula¬ 
tions  now  or  hereafter  promulgated  thereunder  by  the  Secretary  of  the 
Interior.” 

Comment:  TNR  guidelines  need  to  be  established. 

Response:  Based  on  public  comment,  criteria  for  the  timely  processing  of 
applications  for  nonrenewable  grazing  authorization  during  the  current 
grazing  year  in  excess  of  the  number  of  AUM’s  or  outside  the  period 
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identified  in  a  current  grazing  permit  were  developed  and  included  in 
Alternatives  C  and  Proposed  RMP  of  the  final  document. 


Comment:  Exclude  livestock  grazing  on  all  areas  determined  to  be 
unsuitable  as  per  suitability  analysis. 

Response:  See  comment  response  367. 

Comment:  Manage  for  late  serai  and  PNC  throughout  the  planning  area. 

Response:  Though  management  for  late  serai  and  PNC  has  been  a 
common  management  objective  for  public  lands,  it  often  fails  to  consider 
natural  succession-disturbance  regimes  which  historically  provided 
diversity  within  the  landscape.  Additionally,  objectives  to  attain  late  serai 
or  PNC  were  based  on  Clements’  1916  theories  of  vegetation  succession 
which  have  been  found  not  to  apply  consistently  within  xeric  vegetation 
communities.  These  somewhat  outdated  theories  have  been  modified  and 
replaced  by  theories  of  state  and  transition  of  vegetation  succession  within 
many  of  the  shrub-steppe  communities  within  the  planning  area.  Refer  to 
comment  response  363  for  a  discussion  of  DRFC. 


Comment:  Page  4-19:  Livestock  optimization  will  return  more  organic 
matter  to  soil  than  naturally  decaying  vegetation. 

Response:  Though  the  rate  of  cycling  of  organic  matter  is  increased  by 
herbivore  consumption  of  vegetation  and  sites  of  nutrient  accumulation 
would  be  altered,  the  total  amount  of  organic  matter  returned  to  the  soil  is 
not  changed  unless  vegetation  communities  are  altered  in  response  to 
grazing. 


Comment:  Decreased  grazing  will  increase  fire  acreage  and  frequency. 

Response:  Though  frequency  of  ignitions  may  remain  unchanged,  the  rate 
of  spread  and  intensity  of  fires  would  be  greater  with  increased  loading  of 
fine  fuels  resulting  from  lighter  use  by  livestock.  This  would  result  in  a 
greater  acreage  burned  per  year  on  average,  also  increasing  the  frequency 
of  fire  in  some  areas. 


Comment:  Page  4-27,  para  6:  Commentor  takes  issue  with  “natural 
succession  improves  the  condition  of  vegetation  communities.” 

Response:  See  comment  response  392. 

Comment:  Exclusion  of  grazing  decreases  streambank  stability  and  plant 
vigor. 

Response:  Literature  citations  in  Appendix  R  (Effects  of  Intensity  and 
Season  of  Grazing)  are  not  consistent  with  this  comment. 


Comment:  Proper  grazing  can  enhance  leaf  area  and  vigor  of  plants 
which  form  soil  and  seedbeds. 

Response:  Appendix  R  (Effects  of  Intensity  and  Season  of  Grazing) 
identifies  general  criteria  which  can  be  used  to  develop  site-specific 
livestock  management  actions  which  would  be  appropriate  for  a  given  mix 
and  juxtaposition  of  resources. 


Comment:  Appendix  N:  Utilization  levels,  stubble  height  levels,  season 
of  use  and  other  criteria  should  be  consistent  with  type  of  year. 
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Response:  Refer  to  Comments  Regarding  Andrews  Resource  Area  on 
page  1. 

Comment:  Appendix  N:  Do  not  agree  with  mandatory  rest. 

Reasons: 

not  consistent  with  adaptive  management;  and 
rest  should  be  more  prescriptive. 

Response:  Refer  to  Comments  Regarding  Andrews  Resource  Area  on 
page  1. 

Comment:  Questions  scientific  proof  that  total  exclusion  of  livestock 
would  allow  natural  succession  to  improve  conditions,  including  soil 
formation,  and  sedimentation. 

Response:  Though  tempered  by  factors  identified  in  comment  response 
392,  theories  of  vegetation  succession  suggest  removal  of  disturbance 
factors  would  allow  for  restoration  of  natural  processes. 

Comment:  Recommend  that  forbs  be  included  in  seed  mixes. 

Reasons: 

important  in  diets  of  a  wide  cadre  of  wildlife. 

Response:  The  DRFC’s  stated  in  Chapter  3  is  a  mosaic  of  multiaged 
shrubs,  forbs,  and  native  and  desirable  nonnative  perennial  grasses. 
Appendix  F  (Wildlife  Habitat  Descriptions  and  Considerations)  also 
identifies  the  benefits  of  including  forbs  in  seed  mixes. 


Comment:  Need  to  list  a  seed  mix  for  range  improvements. 

Response:  Site-specific  seed  mixes  which  fit  climatic  and  edaphic 
conditions  would  be  developed  based  on  objectives,  hazards,  and  risks 
associated  with  seeding  failure  as  identified  in  Chapters  3  and  4. 

Comment:  Identify  utilization  levels  keyed  to  survival  of  plant  species 
least  tolerant  of  grazing. 

Response:  Site-specific  utilization  levels  would  be  established  at  the 
activity  planning  level  based  on  the  mixture  and  juxtaposition  of  resources 
present.  Since  measurement  of  all  species  is  not  practical,  key  species  are 
monitored  to  assess  grazing  response. 


Comment:  The  plan  needs  to  address  management  at  the  permittee  level. 

Response:  This  land  use  plan  is  a  mid-scale  effort.  As  such,  detail  at  the 
permittee  level  is  not  defined  in  this  document.  Allotment  Summaries  are 
provided  in  Appendix  E  (Allotment  Summaries)  to  assist  those  interested 
in  a  specific  allotment. 

Comment:  The  plan  should  clarify  that  investments  in  crested  wheatgrass 
seedings  and  other  range  improvements  by  BLM,  permittees,  and  local 
government  would  be  maintained. 

Response:  Maintenance  of  rangeland  projects  has  been  addressed  in  the 
expanded  narrative  section  of  Chapter  3,  Rangeland/Grazing  Use,  and 
Appendix  F  (Wildlife  Habitat  Descriptions  and  Considerations). 


88 


Comment  Responses  and  Reprinted  Letters 


406  1  1  Comment:  The  livestock  management  Program  Planning  Criteria  should 

be  expanded  to  include  rights  and  responsibilities  imposed  by  the  TGA. 

Response:  See  comment  response  357  and  359. 

407  1  1  Comment:  AUM  impacts  should  be  clarified  in  Chapter  4.  and  described 

in  more  detail  generally. 

Response:  Analysis  of  consequences  resulting  from  potential  change  in 
levels  of  AUM’s  authorized  has  been  presented  in  the  Rangeland/Grazing 
Use  section  and  the  Human  Uses  and  Values  sections  of  Chapter  4. 

408  1  1  Comment:  The  cumulative  and  connected  impacts  of  livestock  reduction 

programs  should  be  reviewed  and  discussed  in  more  detail. 

Response:  See  comment  response  407. 

409  1  1  Comment:  Adaptive  management  places  more  emphasis  on  NEPA  than 

site-specific  actions. 

Response:  The  agency  would  continue  to  meet  the  requirements  of  NEPA 
with  implementation  of  adaptive  management.  Analysis  of  general 
consequences  of  implementing  actions  identified  in  this  plan  would 
potentially  reduce  the  complexity  and  in  some  cases  the  need  for  additional 
NEPA  analysis  prior  to  implementation  of  site-specific  actions. 

410  1  1  Comment:  Livestock  exclusion  areas  need  to  be  listed  in  the  final. 

Response:  Based  on  public  comment.  Appendix  T  (Areas  Removed  from 
Livestock  Grazing)  was  added  to  the  final  plan,  listing  most  areas  from 
which  livestock  grazing  has  been  removed  by  past  decision/agreement  or 
from  which  removal  of  livestock  grazing  has  been  proposed  in  one  of  the 
alternatives. 

411  1  1  Comment:  ODFW  has  vested  interest  in  the  acreage  previously  excluded 

from  livestock  by  cooperative  agreement  or  other  management  decisions. 

Response:  See  comment  response  407  and  use  PSEORMP/FEIS  Appen¬ 
dix  T  (Areas  Removed  from  Livestock  Grazing)  to  identify  proposed 
management  of  those  areas  of  interest. 

412  1  1  Comment:  Clarify  intent  regarding  ODFW  cooperatively  developed 

projects  including  a  list  of  projects  proposed  for  abandonment. 

Response:  See  comment  response  41 1.  Additional  projects  which  no 
longer  meet  management  objectives  may  be  identified  for  abandonment  in 
the  future.  BLM  would  coordinate  with  ODFW  concerning  possible 
abandonment  of  water  developments  or  exclusion  fencing  when  ODFW's 
interests  are  identified. 

413  1  1  Comment:  A  conservation  approach  to  protecting  public  lands  will  not 

drive  the  small  rancher  out  of  business. 

Response:  As  stated  in  the  analysis  of  all  alternatives,  “Changes  in 
permitted  use  within  an  individual  allotment  would  depend  on  the  array  of 
resources  affected  by  livestock  use,  management  objectives,  intensity  of 
livestock  management  actions  implemented  by  livestock  operators,  and 
opportunities  to  develop  and  implement  livestock  grazing  use  while 
sustaining  resource  values.”  In  some  instances  where  resource  values 
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necessitate  significant  change  to  livestock  management,  available  options 
may  not  maintain  a  viable  livestock  operation  in  some  allotments. 


414  1  1  Comment:  Appendix  N,  page  360:  The  proposed  use  past  mid-July 

unduly  affects  regrowth  of  vegetation. 

Reasons: 

researchers  show  little  regrowth  in  south  Steens  Mountains  in  August. 

Response:  Refer  to  Comments  Regarding  Andrews  Resource  Area  on 
page  1. 

415  1  1  Comment:  Appendices,  page  377:  Riparian,  salt  desert  shrub,  and  other 

habitats  should  be  added. 

Response:  The  wildlife  habitat  section  of  BMP’s  was  moved  and  incorpo¬ 
rated  in  Appendix  F  (Wildlife  Habitat  Descriptions  and  Considerations). 
Wildlife  habitat  values  within  riparian,  upland  shrub,  forested,  western 
juniper  and  other  vegetation  types  are  identified  in  that  appendix  of  the 
final  document.  Chapter  2,  Wildlife  and  Wildlife  Habitat,  and  Appendix  F 
(Wildlife  Habitat  Descriptions  and  Considerations)  have  been  modified  to 
address  these  concerns. 


416  1  1  Comment:  Page  418:  The  trend  was  not  up  on  Home  Creek  in  Steens 

Pasture  in  1998. 

Reasons: 

BLM  ignored  utilization  standards  allowing  severe  overgrazing. 

Response:  Refer  to  Comments  Regarding  Andrews  Resource  Area  on 
page  1. 

417  1  1  Comment:  Page  422:  Division  fence  is  needed  to  improve  Home  Creek. 

The  Stevens  fence  is  not  needed  and  poses  a  hazard  to  bighorns  in  the 
Catlow  Rim  area. 

Response:  Refer  to  Comments  Regarding  Andrews  Resource  Area  on 
page  1. 

418  1  1  Comment:  Appendixes,  page  360:  Grazing  use  proposed  by  alternatives 

is  vague  and  needs  "intensity  of  use”;  no  livestock  numbers  are  proposed 
in  any  alternative  for  Fish  Creek-Big  Indian  Allotment  nor  the  South 
Steens  Allotment. 

Response:  Refer  to  Comments  Regarding  Andrews  Resource  Area  on 
page  1. 

419  1  1  Comment:  Page  362:  Stubble  height  will  not  meet  needs  of  wildlife 

according  to  several  professional  biologists.  Cover  should  be  much  greater 
and  applies  to  Blitzen  NWSR  and  Catlow  streams. 

Response:  Refer  to  Comments  Regarding  Andrews  Resource  Area  on 
page  1. 


1  Comment:  Page  366:  The  three-week  period  cited  where  wildlife  cover 
would  be  inadequate  is  longer  than  stated,  according  to  scientific  literature 

Response:  BLM  believes  that  maximum  growth  of  herbaceous  vegeta¬ 
tion  can  be  expected  along  this  riparian  zone  during  this  time  period  (mid 
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summer)  and  that  wildlife  cover  would  therefore  be  substantially  restored 
three  weeks  after  livestock  are  removed  from  the  pasture.  If  monitoring 
data  indicates  that  more  time  is  needed  to  meet  wildlife  or  some  other 
resource  objectives,  then  livestock  use  would  be  adjusted  under  the 
adaptive  management  process  as  necessary. 

421  1  1 

Comment:  Chapter  2-13,  para  7:  “Impacts  of  historical  grazing  were 
concentrated  at  low  elevation”  ignores  the  extremely  heavy  grazing  by 
sheep  at  high  elevation  on  Steens  Mountain  (take  this  in  account  for 
vegetation  and  wildlife). 

Response:  Refer  to  Comments  Regarding  Andrews  Resource  Area  on 
page  1. 

422  1  1 

Comment:  Need  to  list  domestic  sheep  AUM’s. 

Response:  Detail  of  kind  and  class  of  livestock  which  are  authorized  to 
graze  at  specific  locations  are  not  provided  in  the  document,  though 
allotment  specific  active  AUM’s  and  suspended  AUM’s  by  allotment  are 
listed  in  Appendix  E  (Allotment  Summaries). 

423  1  1 

Comment:  Fence  off  areas  that  need  protection. 

Response:  Exclusion  fencing  is  an  option  that  would  remain  available  in 
all  alternatives,  as  identified  in  Chapter  3  of  the  draft  and  final  documents. 
Exclusion  fencing  would  be  emphasized  in  Alternative  A,  whereas  increas¬ 
ing  adjustments  in  planned  livestock  management  within  existing  pastures 
would  be  emphasized  more  as  one  progresses  toward  Alternatives  C,  D, 
and  D2. 

424  1  1 

Comment:  Guidelines  for  temporary  nonrenewable  (TNR)  grazing  are  not 
fully  explained. 

Response:  Criteria  for  the  authorization  of  TNR  grazing  authorizations 
and  appropriate  analysis  have  been  added  to  the  final  document  as  a 
clarification  of  actions  in  Alternative  C  and  carried  into  the  Proposed  RMP 
alternative. 

1  6 

Opinion  or  Preference 

Environmental  impacts  of  grazing  are  very  inadequate. 

1  6 

Livestock  grazing  is  the  primary  threat  to  natural  and  recreational  values 
on  Steens  Mountain. 

1  1 

Appendix  R:  Incorrect  opinion  that  “grazing  in  desert  steppe  communities 
is  seldom  necessary  to  meet  objectives”;  this  is  too  generally  applied. 

1  1 

Alternative  E  adequately  addresses  impacts  of  vegetation  manipulation. 

1  1 

Risks  from  noxious  weeds  are  greater  as  grazing  disturbs  ecosystem. 

1  1 

No  TNR  livestock  grazing  should  be  allowed. 

1  1 

Establish  facilities  such  as  salt  licks  in  already  degraded  sites. 

1  1 

Crooked  River  Watershed  has  examples  of  recovering  riparian  areas  (BLM 
should  be  commended). 

1  1 

Appendix  N:  There  are  new  studies  indicating  that  short,  stiff-grass 
stubble  filters  sediments  and  forms  streambanks  better  than  taller  grass. 

1  1 

Chimney  Allotment:  there  is  a  letdown  fence  keeping  cattle  out  of  the 
nonuse  area. 

1  1 

Support  Alternative  D  for  grazing. 
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1  1  Grazing  should  be  done  responsibly. 

1  1  Grazing  affects  wildlife  like  noxious  weeds  affect  the  land;  manage 

accordingly. 

1  1  Page  367:  Home  Creek:  BLM  is  reluctant  to  remove  cattle  damaging 

riparian  once  cows  are  in  the  pasture;  bank  damage  has  been  severe  in  past. 

1  1  Page  368:  Alternatives  C  and  D:  Alternative  B  is  preferred  over  Alterna¬ 

tives  C  and  D  for  riparian  recovery. 

1  1  Page  423:  Monitoring  is  critical  for  success  of  management  actions 

regarding  grazing;  Home  Creek  needs  5  years  re$t  for  recovery,  and  cattle 
must  always  be  off  by  June  15  for  proper  regrowth  (earlier  during  drought 
years). 

1  1  Deferment  of  grazing  should  always  following  burning,  and  was  not  done 

in  Steens  Mountains  in  1997. 

1  1  Page  367:  Paragraph  6  should  read  as  to  what  activities  on  private  land 

might  adversely  impact  land  resource  values. 

LETTER  NUMBER:  008.  Oil,  012,  013,  014,  017.  022,  023.  028,  030,  035,  040,  041,  043,  044,  045,  050, 

051.  122.123.  124.  125.  126.  128,  129,  130.  131,  132,  133,  136,  139,  140,  141,  142,  147,  150,  151,  152,  153, 
154.  156.  157.  159.  160.  161,  165.  166,  169,  170,  171,  173,  175,  177,  178,  179,  180,  181,  184,  185,  187,  188, 
189.  190.  191.  193.  195,  196.  198.  199,  201,  202,  203,  207,  208,  209,  210,  213,  214,  216,  218,  220,  222,  223, 
226.  230.  232,  235.  240,  241 

Recreation 


The  recreation  comments  may  he  found  under  other  categories  such  as  SPECIAL  DESIGNATIONS.  Recreation 
is  subdivided  into  Winter  Use  on  Steens  Mountain,  Promote  Naturalness,  Recreation  Facilities,  Access/Roads/ 
Transportation,  and  Miscellaneous. 


No.  I  S  Winter  Use  on  Steens  Mountain 

425  4  4  Comment:  Eliminate  or  severely  restrict  snowmobile  use  on  Steens 

Mountain.  There  are  other  open  areas  nearby  for  this  type  of  use. 

Response:  Refer  to  Comments  Regarding  Andrews  Resource  Area  on 
page  1. 


426  2  2  Comment:  Analyze  impacts  of  snowmobiles  and  helicopter  skiing  on 

wildlife. 

Response:  Refer  to  Comments  Regarding  Andrews  Resource  Area  on 
page  1. 


Promote  Naturalness 

427  3  3  Comment:  Encourage  undeveloped  types  of  recreation. 

Response:  The  Proposed  RMP  provides  for  a  level  of  recreation  facilities 
development  to  accomodate  anticipated  increased  recreation  use  demands. 
While  considerable  emphasis  is  placed  on  providing  for  dispersed  recre¬ 
ational  opportunities,  some  developed  facilities  are  provided  for  visitors  in 
support  of  their  enjoyment  of  resource  values  and  in  their  pursuit  of  natural 
resource-dependent  dispersed  recreation  activities.  Under  the  Proposed 
RMP  and  other  alternatives,  most  of  the  planning  area  remains  available 
for  undeveloped  types  of  recreation  activities. 


428 


Comment:  Recreation  should  not  interfere  with  natural  ecosystems. 
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Response:  Recreation  use  can  disturb  the  natural  environment.  The 
specific  impacts  associated  with  each  activity  differ,  but  activities  can 
potentially  affect  resources  such  as  soil,  water,  and  vegetation.  The 
challenge  is  to  balance  public  demand  for  recreation  use  while  precluding 
substantial  irreversible  loss  to  resources.  Through  the  life  of  the  plan, 
measures  such  as  SMA  designation,  OHV  use  designations,  provision  of 
visitor  services  and  facilities  in  certain  areas,  and  monitoring,  compliance 
and  enforcement  of  recreation  use  would  manage  this  balance. 

429  1  1  Comment:  Exclude  recreation  use  only  after  documented  resource 

damage  or  after  public  input. 

Response:  While  it  is  not  desirable  to  exclude  recreation  use,  it  would  be 
considered  if  other  measures  such  as  recreation  activity  and  use  limitations, 
educational  efforts,  or  enforcement  of  regulations  were  not  effective. 
Waiting  until  irreversible  resource  damage  occurs  is  not  acceptable; 
instead,  monitoring  of  environmental  and  social  conditions  and  acquiring 
information  through  public  contact  would  determine  needed  management 
actions. 

430  5  5  Comment:  Protect  public  land  for  wildness  and  low-impact  recreation. 

Response:  The  value  of  primitive  and  unconfined  recreation  is  provided 
for,  in  part,  in  the  alternatives  through  special  recreation  management  area 
(SRMA)  designation  in  certain  areas.  Overall  management  objectives  for 
these  areas  are  to  provide  for  and  enhance  opportunities  for  high-quality 
outdoor  recreation  experiences,  environmental  education,  and  scientific 
studies  while  maintaining  the  integrity  of  the  area’s  natural  systems  and 
resources,  cultural  values,  and  meeting  other  management  objectives.  Also 
see  comment  response  427. 

431  2  2  Comment:  Snively  Hot  Springs  recreation  site  should  be  day  use  only. 

Response:  Under  the  Proposed  RMP  and  other  alternatives,  this  recreation 
site  would  be  included  in  a  management  plan  tiered  to  this  plan  to  be 
developed  for  the  Owyhee  Below  the  Dam  SRMA.  Interested  persons 
would  have  ample  opportunity  to  participate  during  the  development  of  the 
SRMA  plan,  with  uses  at  Snively  Hot  Springs  being  one  of  multiple  issues 
for  the  plan  to  address.  In  the  interim,  the  existing  closure  to  camping 
activities  at  the  recreation  site  would  remain  in  place.  Should  the  Owyhee 
study  river  below  the  dam  be  congressionally  designated  as  a  component  of 
the  NWSRS,  this  recreation  site  would  also  be  addressed  in  a  subsequent 
river  management  plan. 


432  1  1  Comment:  Do  not  allow  major  facilities  development  on  the  Owyhee 

River  and  Owyhee  Reservoir. 

Response:  In  compliance  with  the  wild  river  classification  of  the 
NWSRA,  no  major  facility  development  would  occur  within  the  bound¬ 
aries  of  the  three  designated  Owyhee  NWSR's.  Regarding  any  facility 
development  on  public  lands  located  below  the  Owyhee  Dam,  refer  to 
Chapter  3,  sections  Land  and  Realty,  Recreation,  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers, 
and  Appendix  U  (Potential  Recreation  Sites,  Trails,  and  Improvements  of 
Existing  Sites).  Any  facility  development  along  this  river  segment  would 
conform  with  existing  policy  and  would  protect  significant  resource  values. 
Lands  abutting  Owyhee  Reservoir  are  administered  by  the  Bureau  of 
Reclamation,  and  are  beyond  the  scope  of  this  plan. 
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433  1 

1  Comment:  "Authorized  aircraft  landing  in  the  Steens  Mountain  Recre¬ 

ation  Lands  would  occur  on  BLM-administered  lands  for  winter  activities 
only”  is  nonsensical.  This  action  will  cause  much  hardship  in  many 
different  aspects  of  an  outfitter/guide’s  life. 

Response:  Refer  to  Comments  Regarding  Andrews  Resource  Area  on 
page  1. 

434  1 

1  Comment:  For  the  Keeney  Pass  segment  of  the 'Oregon  National  Historic 

Trail,  the  SEORMP  is  contradictory  on  the  width  of  the  trail. 

Response:  This  error  has  been  corrected  in  Chapter  3,  Recreation  and 
Areas  of  Critical  Environmental  Concern  sections. 

435  1 

1 

1  Comment:  Remove  the  Alvord  Hot  Springs  from  the  Steens  Mountain 

Recreation  Lands  to  help  eliminate  confusion  between  public  and  private 
lands. 

Response:  Refer  to  Comments  Regarding  Andrews  Resource  Area  on 
page  1. 

Opinion  or  Preference 

1  Canada  geese  are  harassed  by  boaters. 

436  4 

Recreation  Facilities 

9  Comment:  The  BLM  should  plan  for  increased  recreation  use  on  Steens 

Mountain.  Use  shuttle  buses  with  interpretive  information  rather  than 
more  parking  lots  with  restrooms.  Future  development  should  be  consis¬ 
tent  with  local  plans  and  zoning. 

Response:  Refer  to  Comments  Regarding  Andrews  Resource  Area  on 
page  1. 

2 

Opinion  or  Preference 

2  Support  less  developed  facilities. 

1 

1  Support  new  recreation  site  establishment. 

1 

1  Opposed  to  resort  at  Fish  Lake.  The  area’s  beauty  and  open  space  would 

be  destroyed. 

437  2 

Access/Roads/Transportation 

2  Comment:  The  RMP  should  not  impact  public  access  to  Steens  Mountain. 

Response:  Refer  to  Comments  Regarding  Andrews  Resource  Area  on 
page  1. 

438  1 

1  Comment:  Close  Rooster  Comb  Road  on  Steens  Mountain,  leave  two- 

track  roads  open.  There  is  enough  access  already  and  the  action  would 
strengthen  the  wilderness  experience. 

Response:  Refer  to  Comments  Regarding  Andrews  Resource  Area  on 
page  1. 

439  1 

1  Comment:  Keep  the  Steens  Mountain  Loop  Road  open. 

Response:  Refer  to  Comments  Regarding  Andrews  Resource  Area  on 
page  1. 

94  440  1 

1  Comment:  Allow  helicopter  access. 
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Response:  Alternatives  A.  B.  C,  and  the  Proposed  RMP  allow  for  the 
landing  of  aircraft  with  some  limitations. 


Comment:  Disallow  helicopter  use  on  Steens  Mountain. 

Response:  Refer  to  Comments  Regarding  Andrews  Resource  Area  on 
page  1. 


Comment:  Maintain  roads  for  access. 

Response:  Except  in  Alternative  E.  most  primary  roads  and  recreation  site 
access  roads  would  be  maintained  to  provide  for  public  safety,  prevent 
resource  damage,  and  meet  management  objectives.  This  excludes  some 
secondary  roads  and,  in  accordance  with  the  IMPLWR,  all  vehicular  ways 
in  WSA’s. 


Miscellaneous 

Comment:  Do  not  allow  livestock  grazing  at  recreation  sites. 

Response:  Livestock  use  would  be  excluded  where  conflicts  between 
livestock  grazing  and  visitor  use  of  developed  recreation  facilities  needs  to 
be  mitigated.  The  size  of  an  excluded  area  would  be  determined  during 
site-specific  project  design  and  development  for  both  new  and  for  existing 
sites. 


Comment:  Support  SRMA  for  Succor  Creek. 

Response:  The  Proposed  RMP  includes  a  Succor  Creek  SRMA  within  the 
same  area  as  under  Alternatives  A  and  D. 


Comment:  The  SEORMP  is  heavily  slanted  toward  the  recreational  uses 
on  public  lands.  Visitor  use  numbers  are  false  and  misleading. 

Response:  This  plan  addresses  recreation  as  an  important  activity  within 
the  planning  area  and  offers  many  management  actions  for  addressing 
short-  and  long-term  demands  and  expectations  for  diverse  outdoor 
recreation  use  opportunities  and  experiences.  The  collection  of  recreation 
use  data  is  not  a  definitive  science.  It  is  virtually  impossible  to  document 
all  use  on  the  planning  area's  large  public  land  base.  Chapter  3.  Recre¬ 
ation,  has  been  edited  to  reflect  that  use  figures  are  estimates.  BLM 
recognizes  that  differing  estimated  use  figures  could  be  derived,  depending 
on  sources  of  use  data  and  methods  of  observation  and  documentation. 
Sources  to  assist  in  deriving  visitation  estimates  included  traffic  counters, 
recreation  site  registers/rosters,  WSA  and  NWSR  patrol  logs,  the  ODFW. 
and  BLM  staff  observations.  Factors  affecting  visitation,  such  as  the  extent 
of  physical  and  seasonal  accessibility,  proximity  of  local  and  regional 
urban  centers  and  their  populations,  and  the  natural  attributes  which  the 
planning  area  offers  for  attracting  various  outdoor  recreation  activities 
were  considered. 


Comment:  Explain  whether  SRMA’s  decrease  off-road  motorized  vehicle 
uses. 

Response:  The  establishment  of  a  SRMA  per  se  does  not  decrease  off¬ 
road  driving  opportunities.  Where  resource  values  require  protection  from 
adverse  impacts  of  OHV  use.  OHV  use  restrictions  are  addressed  under  the 
various  alternatives.  Examples  include  wilderness  values  of  WSA's, 
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important  and  relevant  values  of  existing  and  potential  ACEC/RNA's, 
scenic  values,  and  ORV's  of  certain  suitable  rivers. 


447  1  1  Comment:  The  SEORMP  should  include  a  section  on  outfitter  operation 

guidelines.  Unlimited  permitting  (on  Steens  Mountain)  will  lead  to  too 
many  outfitters. 

Response:  An  SRP  is  the  management  tool  used  for  administering 
commercial  outfitter/guiding  operations  on  public  lands.  Chapter  2, 
Recreation,  has  been  edited  to  include  additional  information  about  SRP's. 
Except  under  Alternative  E.  SRP’s  would  be  issued.  SRP  permit  stipula¬ 
tions  tailored  to  address  specific  proposed  activities  and  impacts  to 
resources  are  included  as  conditions  for  a  permit's  issuance  and  compli¬ 
ance.  Refer  to  Comments  Regarding  Andrews  Resource  Area  on  page  1 . 

448  1  1  Comment:  WSA  status  is  not  mentioned  under  the  Pueblo  Mountain 

SRMA  discussion. 

Response:  Refer  to  Comments  Regarding  Andrews  Resource  Area  on 
page  1. 

449  1  1  Comment:  Create  the  next  section  of  the  Desert  Trail  from  Highway  97  to 

Malheur  National  Forest  over  BLM  lands  in  Three  Rivers  and  Andrews 
RA’s.  Recognize  the  Desert  Trail  as  a  national  recreation  trail. 

Response:  Refer  to  Comments  Regarding  Andrews  Resource  Area  on 
page  1. 

450  1  1  Comment:  Recreation  does  not  contribute  to  the  county  tax  base  as  much 

as  livestock/agriculture. 

Response:  The  commentor  is  correct.  The  county  tax  base  is  determined 
by  the  assessed  value  of  private  lands  and  improvements  within  the  county. 
Public  lands  do  not  contribute  to  the  county  tax  base.  Instead,  the  BLM 
makes  Payments-in-Lieu-of-Taxes  to  local  county  governments.  Congress 
mandates  these  payments  specifically  because  public  lands  do  not  contrib¬ 
ute  to  the  local  tax  base.  Agriculture  is  a  major  contributor  to  the  county 
tax  base.  Contribution  to  tax  base  was  not  a  criterion  used  in  this  EIS  for 
evaluating  the  alternatives.  Tax  base  is  often  used  as  a  criterion  for 
evaluation  in  EA's  and  EIS’s  that  evaluate  specific  land  tenure  adjustments. 

451  1  1  Comment:  Safety  should  be  a  consideration  when  determining  develop¬ 

ment  of  new  recreation  areas.  Fire-prone  locations  and  other  hazards  make 
visitor  rescues  by  local  public  agencies  difficult  and  expensive. 

Response:  Issues  such  as  fire  safety  and  natural  hazards  would  be 
addressed  and  mitigated  as  practical  during  a  recreation  site's  design, 
development  and  maintenance,  with  public  input  requested  to  help  identify 
and  minimize  adverse  impacts  to  the  safety  of  visitors  as  they  participate  in 
associated  recreation  activities.  Unfortunately,  short  of  prohibiting  most 
dispersed  recreation  activities,  associated  natural  hazards  and  personal 
risks  taken  when  participating  in  such  activities  cannot  preclude  incidents 
which  may  result  in  occasional  emergency  rescue  efforts.  Public  aware¬ 
ness/informational  outreach  efforts  provided  by  BLM,  private  organiza¬ 
tions,  and  other  government  agencies  are  venues  for  informing  visitors  of 
their  personal  responsibility  to  conduct  their  recreational  pursuits  in  a  safe 
manner. 
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Comment  Responses  and  Reprinted  Letters 

1  Comment:  With  the  absence  of  grazing  under  Alternative  E.  a  4%  annual 

increase  of  recreation  use  is  unrealistic. 

Response:  The  BLM  is  unaware  of  any  studies  that  suggest  decreased 
grazing  use — in  the  absence  of  other  factors  such  as  special  designation, 
improved  public  access,  recreation  facilities,  or  notations  on  maps — 
influences  the  level  recreation  use.  While  it  is  possible  that  certain  types  of 
recreation  use  may  increase  to  an  unknown  extent  with  the  absence  of 
livestock  grazing,  it  is  unknown  to  what  extent  recreation  does  not  occur 
on  BLM  lands  due  to  the  presence  of  livestock  grazing. 

453  1 

1  Comment:  Recreation  and  livestock  grazing  are  compatible  because 

visitors  like  seeing  cattle. 

Response:  The  opportunity  to  pursue  various  dispersed  recreation 
activities  where  livestock  grazing  occurs  is  substantial  within  the  planning 
area  under  the  Proposed  RMP  and  all  other  alternatives  except  Alternative 

E. 

454  1 

1 

1  Comment:  Educate  public  land  users  to  mitigate  their  negative  impacts. 

Response:  BLM  would  continue  its  public  outreach  efforts  to  communi¬ 
cate  responsible  uses  and  safety  while  visiting  public  lands,  and  to  provide 
appropriate  literature  and  other  venues  to  inform  land  users  how  they  can 
lessen  adverse  impacts  to  public  resources.  The  use  of  programs  such  as 
“Leave  No  Trace”  and  “Tread  Lightly”  is  an  element  under  all  of  the 
alternatives. 

Opinion  or  Preference 

1  Recreation  use  dollars  offset  commodity  losses,  and  impacts  are  less. 

LETTER  NUMBER: 

264 

035,  080,  107,  134,  140,  157,  166,  170,  195,  218,  223,  225,  229,  232,  235,  240,  259, 

Off-Highway  Vehicles 


No.  I 

455  7 

s 

7  Comment:  Close  all  or  most  areas  to  OHV  use. 

Response:  The  OHV  management  objective  is  to  manage  use  to  protect 
resource  values,  promote  public  safety,  provide  OHV  use  opportunities 
where  appropriate,  and  minimize  conflicts  among  various  uses.  BLM 
recognizes  managed  off-road  motorized  vehicle  use  as  a  recreational 
activity  and  as  a  use  which  supports  certain  other  authorized  activities  on 
public  lands. 

456  6 

12  Comment:  OHV’s  should  be  restricted  to  designated  roads  and  trails. 

Response:  Under  the  Proposed  RMP  and  other  alternatives,  the  operation 
of  motorized  vehicles  within  portions  of  the  planning  area  would  be 
restricted  to  existing  or  designated  roads  and  vehicular  ways  (trails). 

Emergency  OHV  closures  may  be  implemented  on  additional  sites  threat¬ 
ened  by  unacceptable  OHV  impacts. 

457  3 

8  Comment:  Do  not  allow  organized  OHV  events. 

Response:  By  regulations  within  43  CFR  8372  (Special  Recreation 

Permits).  BLM  recognizes  motor  vehicle  competitive  events  as  a  valid  use 
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of  public  lands.  Prior  to  any  permit  issuance,  a  proposed  event  must  be  in 
compliance  with  NEPA  requirements. 


458  2  7  Comment:  Object  to  open  OHV  use  designations.  The  designation  is 

incompatible  with  BLM’s  emphasis  on  properly  functioning  ecosystems, 
and  are  problematical  when  riders  must  judge  hard-to-identify  resources. 

Response:  The  OHV  management  objective  is  to  manage  OHV  use  to 
protect  resource  values,  promote  public  safety,  provide  OHV  use  opportu¬ 
nities  where  appropriate,  and  minimize  conflicts' among  various  users.  In 
specific  locations  where  cross-country  motorized  vehicle  travel  would  be 
incompatible  with  meeting  other  management  objectives,  motorized 
vehicle  use  would  be  limited  to  designated  or  existing  roads  and  trails,  or 
an  area  would  be  designated  closed  to  motorized  vehicle  use.  Under  the 
Proposed  RMP.  slightly  fewer  acres  are  designated  open  than  in  the 
existing  situation  (see  PSEORMP/FEIS  Table  3-10). 

459  2  2  Comment:  Close  OHV  use  in  sites  containing  rare  plants,  erodible  soils, 

and  declining  and  unique  plant  and  animal  species. 

Response:  The  SEORMP  protects  these  types  of  resource  values  by 
restricting  or  closing  OHV  use  in  specific  locations.  Throughout  the  life  of 
the  plan,  emergency  OHV  closures  would  be  implemented  should  addi¬ 
tional  sites  of  conflict  or  resource  concern  become  subject  to  or  threatened 
by  unacceptable  OHV  impacts. 

460  2  2  Comment:  Do  not  allow  more  acres  open  to  OHV  use. 

Response:  The  OHV  management  objective  is  to  manage  OHV  use  to 
protect  resource  values,  promote  public  safety,  provide  OHV  use  opportu¬ 
nities  where  appropriate,  and  minimize  conflicts  among  various  uses.  To 
meet  this  objective,  in  locations  where  OHV  use  is  incompatible  with 
sensitive  resource  values  or  uses,  motorized-vehicle  travel  would  be 
limited  seasonally  and/or  to  designated  or  existing  roads  and  trails,  or 
closed  to  OHV  use.  Otherwise,  the  public  lands  would  be  designated  open 
to  OHV  use. 


461  2  2  Comment:  Object  to  the  amount  of  OHV  use  in  the  planning  area. 

Response:  An  interdisciplinary  approach  was  conducted  for  developing 
OHV  use  designations.  Guidelines  used  when  determining  OHV  use 
included  such  factors  as  the  theme  of  an  alternative,  existing  or  potential 
OHV  conflicts  which  would  impair  or  preclude  meeting  the  numerous 
management  objectives  of  an  alternative,  and  resolving  use  and  user 
conflicts.  During  the  life  of  the  plan  there  is  provision  for  site-/area- 
specific  emergency  closure  actions  of  OHV  use  should  presently  unfore¬ 
seen  conflicts  arise  which  require  restriction  of  motorized  vehicle  use  to 
resolve  conflict. 


462  Comment:  This  number  left  blank. 

463  1  6  Comment:  No  more  than  1%  of  the  planning  area  should  be  designated 

open. 

Response:  See  comment  response  460. 

464  1  1  Comment:  Close  Alvord  Desert  to  OHV  use. 
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Response:  Refer  to  Comments  Regarding  Andrews  Resource  Area  on 
page  1. 


465  1  1  Comment:  Closing  or  limiting  use  on  two-track  routes  should  be  based  on 

biological  need  with  public  input,  as  per  the  NEPA. 

Response:  Historic  and  current  use  of  two-track  vehicular  ways  by  the 
public  and  by  landowners  are  factors  considered  when  evaluating  road 
closures  or  motorized  vehicle  use  restrictions.  The  road  closures  and 
limitations  described  in  this  plan  were  determined  through  analysis  of 
resource  needs  and  with  consideration  of  public  input.  Management  of 
OHV’s  would  comply  with  NEPA. 

466  1  1  Comment:  Threats  from  OHV  recreation  are  serious;  use  should  be 

controlled. 

Response:  The  BLM  actively  manages  OHV  use  through  designations  and 
monitoring  of  use.  Limited  and  closed  OHV  use  designations  would  apply 
where  use  is  incompatible  with  sensitive  resource  values,  other  uses,  or 
other  management  objectives.  Emergency  OHV  closures  can  be  imple¬ 
mented  through  the  life  of  the  plan  should  additional  sites  of  resource 
concern  become  subject  to  or  threatened  by  unacceptable  OHV  impacts. 

467  1  1  Comment:  OHV  use  in  the  Oregon  Trail  corridor  does  not  damage  the 

resource  as  much  as  hill  climbing  and  other  uses. 

Response:  Under  the  Proposed  RMP,  the  OHV  use  designation  of  the 
Oregon  Trail  corridor  is  limited.  Certain  hill-climbing  locations  and  roads 
would  no  longer  be  available  to  motorized  vehicle  use.  With  implementa¬ 
tion  of  the  SEORMP,  appropriate  measures  would  be  taken  in  the  area 
including  signing,  monitoring  and  enforcement  of  OHV  use  designations. 

468  1  1  Comment:  Concern  about  OHV  use  in  Succor  Creek  and  Anderson 

Crossing. 

Response:  Under  the  Proposed  RMP.  both  of  these  locations  are  within 
SRMA  boundaries,  and  the  Anderson  Crossing  is  also  affected  by  the 
Owyhee  NWSR  and  neighboring  WSA's.  To  support  the  retention  and 
protection  of  important  resource  values,  motorized  vehicle  travel  would  be 
limited  to  designated  routes. 

469  1  1  Comment:  NCA  designation  on  Steens  is  too  exclusionary  for  OHV  users. 

Response:  Refer  to  Comments  Regarding  Andrews  Resource  Area  on 
page  1. 

470  1  1  Comment:  Consider  seasonal  closures  and  trail  designation  in  lieu  of 

closures  to  OHV  uses. 

Response:  Where  needed  to  address  management  concerns,  seasonal 
OHV  use  restrictions  and  limiting  motorized  vehicle  use  to  designated 
routes  are  included  under  the  Proposed  RMP  and  other  alternatives.  The 
yearlong  closed  OHV  use  designation  is  prescribed  where  identified 
resource  or  use  values  require  continuous  protection  from  OHV  uses. 

471  1  1  Comment:  Access  to  back  country  should  be  reasonable.  Apply  remedial 

management  measures  instead  of  closure;  use  partnerships  and  Oregon's 
ATV  Accounts  Allocation  Committee  funding. 
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Response:  As  a  managing  partner,  funding  from  Oregon's  ATV  manage¬ 
ment  program  is  available  for  BLM  application  and  would  be  used  as 
appropriate  to  address  needs  for  OHV  management.  Under  the  Proposed 
RMP.  where  adequate  to  address  management  concerns,  seasonal  OHV  use 
restrictions  and  motorized-vehicle  use  limited  to  designated  or  existing 
routes  would  be  applied  rather  than  closure  to  OHV  use. 


472  1  1  Comment:  Tables  2-23  and  2-24  contradict  each  other. 

Response:  The  two  tables  use  differing  criteria  for  determining  acreage, 
so  there  can  be  no  matching  acreage  figures.  Specifically,  motorized 
recreation  opportunity  classes  are  affected  by  corridors  of  influence 
associated  with  roads  in  the  planning  area.  In  Table  2-24,  roads  are 
included  in  open  and  limited  OHV  designations,  but  include  opportunities 
outside  of  road  corridors  for  nonmotorized  recreation  opportunities. 

473  1  1  Comment:  In  Appendix  H,  Recreational  Opoportunity  Spectrum,  chal¬ 

lenge  and  risk  opportunities  are  important,  contrary  to  the  statement  under 
the  Roaded  Natural  section. 

Response:  The  roaded  natural  recreational  opportunity  spectrum  (ROS) 
setting  is  predominately  associated  with  the  use  of  primary  and  secondary 
arterial  roads.  While  off-road  vehicle  use  may  occur  in  this  setting  and 
perhaps  with  challenge  and  risk,  the  challenge  and  risk  is,  generally  and  for 
comparative  purposes,  considered  not  to  be  as  important  for  an  OHV 
recreational  use  opportunity  as  it  is  within  a  semiprimitive  motorized  ROS 
setting. 

474  1  1  Comment:  Resource  values  that  need  to  be  protected  need  to  be  listed  on 

page  xiii,  objectives  and  OHV. 

Response:  The  section  referenced  is  a  summary  of  the  entire  document; 
greater  detail  can  be  found  within  the  body  of  the  document. 

475  1  1  Comment:  Baseline  data  should  include  PM  10  monitoring  sites,  espe¬ 

cially  in  area  of  commercial,  competitive,  and  other  OHV  activities. 

Response:  There  are  no  indications  that  the  anticipated  level  of  activity 
from  OHV  use  would  violate  any  air  quality  standards.  The  ODEQ  has  no 
PM  10  historical  data  due  to  the  fact  that  no  problem  areas  have  been 
identified  and  no  “protected  areas”  are  located  within  the  planning  area.  If 
necessary,  to  meet  ODEQ  dust  nuisance  rules,  actions  such  as  restricting 
public  use  would  be  implemented. 

476  1  1  Comment:  A  cost  model  and  a  rehabilitation  plan  for  cross-country  land 

use  would  be  helpful  in  the  monitoring  section. 

Response:  The  development  of  cost  models  is  beyond  the  scope  of  this 
document. 

477  1  1  Comment:  OHV's  negatively  impact  vegetation. 

Response:  OHV  impacts  to  vegetation  are  described  in  Chapter  4, 
Environmental  Consequences.  Limited  and  closed  OHV  use  designations 
exist  where  OHV  use  would  be  incompatible  with  other  uses  or  sensitive 
resource  values.  The  yearlong  closed  OHV  use  designation  is  prescribed 
where  identified  resource  values  or  other  uses  require  complete  protection 
from  OHV  uses. 
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478  Comment:  No  section  analyzes  the  environmental  consequences  of  the 

management  practices  to  soil. 

Response:  Please  refer  to  the  Soil  section  in  Chapter  2.  Under  all  alterna¬ 
tives  soils  would  be  managed  in  accordance  with  BMP's  in  Appendix  O 
and  impacts  addressed  under  specific  resource  activities  as  they  pertain  to 
surface  disturbances  in  Chapter  4;  therefore  Chapters  3  and  4  do  not 
contain  a  specific  Soil  section. 

479  1  1  Comment:  Clarify  the  meaning  that  less  restricted  OHV  use  will  not 

impact  resources. 

Response:  Apparently,  in  the  Draft  SEORMP  the  commentor  refers  to  the 
fact  that  some  seasonal  OHV  restrictions  found  in  the  existing  situation  of 
Alternative  B  are  no  longer  present  in  Alternative  C.  Upon  reevaluation, 
these  seasonal  restrictions  on  motorized  vehicle  use  were  determined 
unnecessary  to  meet  wildlife  management  objectives  in  those  areas. 

480  1  1  Comment:  There  is  no  management  practice  stated  in  the  plan  which 

protects  soil,  vegetation,  air  quality,  and  other  resource  values  from  OHV 
use. 

Response:  Under  each  alternative,  limited  and  closed  OHV  use  designa¬ 
tions  within  the  planning  area  would  help  to  protect  these  values.  Applica¬ 
tion  of  an  emergency  OHV  closure  would  also  respond  to  resource  protec¬ 
tion  needs. 

481  1  1  Comment:  More  information  is  needed  to  show  how  open  areas  meet  the 

OHV  management  objective. 

Response:  The  OHV  objective  is  to  manage  use  to  protect  resource 
values,  promote  public  safety,  provide  OHV  use  opportunities  where 
appropriate,  and  minimize  conflicts  among  various  uses.  Where  appropri¬ 
ate,  open  OHV  designations  exist  to  provide  the  opportunity  for  those  users 
who  enjoy  participating  in  cross-country  motorized  vehicle  travel. 

482  1  1  Comment:  Explain  the  difference  between  OHV  use  limited  to  existing 

roads  and  OHV  use  limited  to  designated  roads. 

Response:  Appendix  I  (  Off-Highway  Vehicle  Use)  was  expanded  to 
clarify  this  distinction. 

483  1  2  Comment:  The  North  Loop  Road  on  Steens  Mountain  should  not  be 

closed  to  landowners  during  the  w  inter  months. 

Response:  Refer  to  Comments  Regarding  Andrews  Resource  Area  on 
page  1. 


484  1  1  Comment:  If  and  when  wilderness  designations  are  addressed  by  Con¬ 

gress  for  the  Trout  Creek  and  Oregon  Canyon  Mountains,  the  Mud  Springs. 
Twin  Peaks,  and  Wood  Roads  should  remain  open. 

Response:  This  issue  is  beyond  the  scope  of  this  plan.  BLM  recommen¬ 
dations  regarding  wilderness  designation  which  affect,  in  part,  this  plan¬ 
ning  area  have  been  submitted  through  the  President  to  Congress  and  are 
presently  awaiting  congressional  action.  However,  an  emergency  motor¬ 
ized  vehicle  use  closure  may  be  implemented,  regardless  of  an  area  being 
designated,  if  necessary  within  a  defined  area  for  reasons  such  as  resource 
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485 


486 


487 


488 


489  1 


490 


491 


492 


protection,  public  safety  or  to  resolve  user  conflicts,  an  SMA  such  as  a 
WSA. 


1  Comment:  In  the  Pueblo  Mountains,  the  Arizona  Creek  road  should 
remain  open. 

Response:  Refer  to  Comments  Regarding  Andrews  Resource  Area  on 
page  1. 

2  Comment:  OHV  use  in  the 'Keeney  Pass  area  should  be  stopped. 

Response:  Under  the  Proposed  RMP  and  other  alternatives,  motorized 
vehicle  use  would  be  limited  to  designated  routes.  Certain  currently 
existing  routes  not  designated  under  these  alternatives  would  be  closed  and 
reclaimed. 

2  Comment:  Close  the  south  portion  of  the  Steens  Mountain  Loop  Road. 

Response:  Refer  to  Comments  Regarding  Andrews  Resource  Area  on 
page  1. 

2  Comment:  Close  and  reclaim  other  roads  where  they  serve  no  function. 

Response:  Roads  recognized  by  the  BLM  as  existing  would  be  closed 
with  any  required  NEPA  documentation  if  it  is  determined  that  road  closure 
is  the  best  solution  for  resolving  issues  such  as  impacts  on  resources, 
public  safety,  conflicts  of  use,  or  to  meet  RMP  management  objectives. 
Unauthorized  roads  and  ways  would  be  closed  and  reclaimed. 

1  Comment:  Rehabilitate  user-created  roads  incompatible  with  ecosystem- 
based  management  goals. 

Response:  See  comment  response  488. 

1  Comment:  Complete  a  transportation  plan  before  completing  a  regional 
plan.  A  transportation  plan  must  be  made  public  for  comment. 

Response:  Under  the  Proposed  RMP  and  other  alternatives,  the  transpor¬ 
tation  plan  would  be  tiered  from  the  SEORMP,  with  public  comment,  and 
so  must  be  prepared  in  accordance  with  SEORMP  decisions. 

1  Comment:  Allowing  OHV  use  on  existing  trails  encourages  OHV  use  and 
creates  new  trails  which  become  existing  trails. 

Response:  Refer  to  Appendix  I  (Off-Highway  Vehicle  Use)  as  modified. 
Unapproved  routes  would  be  subject  to  closure  and  reclamation. 


1  Comment:  Do  not  have  off-road  restrictions  that  hamper  livestock 
management. 

Response:  Under  the  Proposed  RMP  and  other  alternatives,  conditions 
and  any  restrictions  of  motorized  vehicle  use  on  public  lands  affecting  a 
livestock  operator  who  is  authorized  to  graze  livestock  on  public  lands 
would  be  stipulated  in  the  permit  and  tailored  to  the  area  of  authorized 
grazing.  Clarification  of  this  action  has  been  provided  in  the  Off-Highway 
Vehicles  section  of  Chapter  3. 

Opinion  or  Preference 
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3 

1 

1 

4  Support  Alternative  D  for  OHV  use. 

1  OHV  use  increases  spread  of  weeds;  oppose  Alternative  C. 

1  BLM  should  better  educate  people  on  the  importance  of  OHV's. 

1 

1  Unclear  what  the  resource  management  plan  for  these  lands  really  is. 

LETTER  NUMBER:  004,  022,  030,  044,  080,  107,  110,  157,  180,  195,  218,  223,  232,  241,  271,  272 

Visual  Resource  Management 

No.  I  S 

493  1  1  Comment:  Important  to  manage  Pickett  Rim  and  P  Hill  areas  as  VRM 


Class  II;  explain  why  Pickett  Rim  needs  to  be  changed. 

Response:  Refer  to  Comments  Regarding  Andrews  Resource  Area  on 
page  1. 

494  1 

1  Comment:  VRM  is  the  overriding  factor  in  S&G’s. 

Response:  The  determination  of  VRM  classes  are  not  a  factor  associated 
with  requirements  of  BLM’s  S&G’s.  Refer  to  PSEORMP/FEIS  Appendix 
Q  (Areas  Removed  from  Livestock  Grazing). 

495  1 

1  Comment:  There  is  no  relationship  between  the  important  and  relevant 

values  and  the  VRM  class  of  the  proposed  Coal  Mine  Basin  ACEC/RNA. 

Response:  Refer  to  added  text  of  this  proposed  ACEC/RNA  in 
PSEORMP/FEIS  Chapter  3.  Additionally,  based  on  the  significance  of 
given  resource  values  to  be  managed,  a  VRM  class  can  be  assigned  to 
assist  in  meeting  the  management  objective  for  the  given  resource  values. 
A  higher  VRM  class,  such  as  Class  I  or  II,  would  help  in  providing 
mitigation  and  protection  of  resources  which  are  more  sensitive  to  surface 
disturbing  activities. 

496  1 

1  Comment:  VRM  is  subjective  and  unscientific.  It  depends  on  who  is 

viewing  and  observers  may  lack  knowledge  about  site  ecology. 

Response:  To  eliminate  individual  subjectivity,  assessment  of  scenic 
quality  is  conducted  by  a  team,  with  each  team  member  using  evaluation 
criteria  which  are  applied  universally  on  all  pubic  lands  administered  by 
the  BLM.  Numerical  results  from  individual  members  are  summed,  then 
the  team’s  results  averaged  for  each  delineated  scenic  quality  rating  unit 
within  a  planning  area. 

497  1 

1  Comment:  ACEC/RNA’s  should  have  more  VRM  Class  I  classifications. 

Response:  VRM  Class  I  would  assist  in  preserving  the  existing  character 
of  the  landscape  for  ACEC/RNA’s  by  protecting  RNA  values.  VRM  Class 
II  management  objectives  would  provide  for  adequate  protection  and 
integrity  of  identified  RNA  values  while  allowing  for  consideration  of 
other  possible  future  proposed  management  actions  which,  through 
environmental  assessment,  would  result  in  no  adverse  short-  and/or  long¬ 
term  effects  to  those  RNA  values.  Protective  management  of  identified 
RNA  values  would  be  a  primary  objective  when  assessing  any  future 
proposed  actions  within  a  designated  ACEC/RNA. 
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498  1 

1  Comment:  Without  special  designation  status,  such  as  WSA  or  ACEC/ 

RNA.  public  lands  should  be  managed  as  VRM  Class  III  or  IV. 

Response:  VRM  class  designation  of  a  tract  of  public  lands  is  not  depen¬ 
dent  upon  SMA  designation,  but  may  be  influenced  by  SMA  management 
objectives.  A  VRM  class  determination  is  affected  by  factors  as  scenic 
quality,  visual  sensitivity,  and  viewing  distance  from  travel  routes  or 
observation  points. 

499  1 

1 

1  Comment:  Need  to  describe  visual  impacts  of  burns  of  woody  vegetation 

and  of  cheatgrass  invasion. 

Response:  Visual  impacts  from  dead,  standing  woody  material  resulting 
from  wildland  or  prescribed  burns  would  be  short-  to  mid-term  in  dura¬ 
tion.  depending  on  factors  such  as  the  intensity  and  extent  of  a  given  burn, 
the  rate  ot  decay  ot  the  dead  material,  and  the  size  and  density  of  vegeta¬ 
tion  burned.  Replacement  ot  native  grasses  by  cheatgrass  may  be  up  to  a 
long-term  visual  impact,  and  would  be  adverse  to  persons  who  do  not  want 
to  see  this  species  in  a  landscape  setting.  Visual  values  are  considered 
when  assessing  prescribed  burns  and  when  mitigating  the  effects  of 
wildland  and  prescribed  burns  and  other  surface-disturbing  actions. 

Mitigating  actions  to  return  native  grass  species  would  be  conducted  where 
determined  desired  and  feasible.  PSEORMP/FEIS  Chapter  4,  Visual 

Resources,  now  includes  this  analysis. 

Opinion  or  Preference 

1  We  support  Alternative  D  for  VRM. 

LETTER  NUMBER: 

107.  166,  217,  241 

Wilderness  Study  Areas 

The  RMP  does  not  change  existing  management  for  VESA  s  as  identified  in  Chapter  2.  Special  Management 


Areas. 

No.  I 

500  3 

S 

8  Comment:  Manage  WSA’s  for  wilderness  values  first,  not  for  private 

livestock  operations,  which  is  the  intent  of  Congress.  It  is  not  public  duty 
to  make  private  operations  economically  feasible. 

Response:  Wilderness  values  associated  with  WSA’s  are  managed  in 
accordance  with  the  BLM's  IMPLWR  so  as  not  to  impair  a  WSA's  suitabil¬ 
ity  to  be  designated  by  Congress  as  a  component  of  the  national  wilderness 
system.  For  those  public  lands  which  were  being  grazed  by  livestock  (or 
were  part  of  an  approved  livestock  grazing  system)  at  the  time  the  FLPMA 
became  law  in  1976.  then  consequently  became  part  of  a  WSA,  the  law 
recognizes  that  livestock  use  as  a  grandfathered  activity  of  those  public 
lands.  Management  by  the  IMPLWR  is  in  affect  until  Congress  takes 
action  on  the  wilderness  designation  issue. 

501  2 

Comment:  Prohibit  livestock  structures  including  fences  (violation  of 

FLPMA). 

Response:  Under  the  IMPLWR.  placement  of  new  livestock  improve¬ 
ments  in  a  WSA  may  be  approved  if  they  protect  or  enhance  wilderness 
values  and  meet  the  wilderness  nonimpairment  criteria  as  addressed  in  the 

IMPLWR.  Also  see  comment  response  500. 
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Comment:  Need  a  reinventory  of  BLM  lands  by  outside  experts.  It 
should  focus  on  overlooked  lands,  consider  newly  acquired  state  or  private 
inholdings,  and  be  less  biased. 

Response:  A  global  reinventory  by  BLM  to  address  wilderness  values 
within  the  planning  area  is  outside  the  scope  of  this  plan.  In  accordance 
with  FLPMA,  with  substantial  public  input  and  review,  BLM  has  com¬ 
pleted  its  required  evaluation  and  assessment  of  wilderness  values  on 
public  lands  with  earlier  planning  efforts.  The  agency’s  wilderness 
recommendations  in  Oregon  derived  from  those  planning  efforts  have  been 
submitted  and  are  presently  awaiting  consideration  by  Congress.  For 
additional  information,  refer  to  Issues  Eliminated  From  Detailed  Study  of 
Chapter  1,  Wilderness  Study  Areas  in  Chapter  2,  and  applicable  sources 
under  References.  Also  refer  to  the  Lands  Adjacent  to  WSA's  section  in 
Table  3-1  and  the  associated  text  of  Chapter  3.  Various  interest  groups 
and/or  organizations  have  conducted  their  own  appraisal  of  wilderness 
values  and/or  proposed  wilderness  designations  of  BLM  public  lands, 
using  guidelines  or  standards  they  have  accepted  for  the  task.  These 
groups  pursue  congressional  representation  and  sponsorship  for  their 
proposals.  Congress  is  the  single  governing  Federal  body  with  the  author¬ 
ity  to  pass  wilderness  legislation.  BLM  has  recently  published  guidelines 
for  conducting  wilderness  inventories  and  studies  under  Section  201  and 
202  of  FLPMA  (H-6310-1).  That  guidance  applies  only  to  new  inventory 
and  land  use  planning  efforts.  Ongoing  wilderness-related  land  use 
planning  should  be  completed  using  the  State-specific  guidance  and 
procedures  developed  for  these  projects. 


Comment:  Prohibit  construction  of  Lauserica  and  Stephens  fences.  They 
would  reduce  the  natural  character  of  WSA's. 

Response:  Refer  to  Comments  Regarding  Andrews  Resource  Area  on 
page  1. 

Comment:  Prohibit  livestock  in  WSA's  where  monitoring  shows  a  decline 
in  ecological  condition. 

Response:  Actions  common  to  all  alternatives  stated  in  the  Rangeland/ 
Grazing  Use  section  of  Chapter  3  includes,  “Where  livestock  grazing  is 
found  not  to  be  consistent  with  meeting  objectives,  actions  that  control  the 
intensity,  duration,  and  timing  of  grazing  and/or  provide  for  periodic 
deferment  and/or  rest  would  be  required  to  meet  the  physiological  require¬ 
ments  of  key  plant  species  and  to  meet  other  resource  management 
objectives.  Upon  determining  through  the  adaptive  management  process 
that  existing  grazing  management  practices  or  levels  of  grazing  on  public 
land  are  significant  factors  in  failing  to  achieve  resource  objectives, 
appropriate  actions  would  be  implemented.”  Therefore,  livestock  exclu¬ 
sion  is  one  of  a  number  of  actions  which  could  result  within  a  WSA  in  the 
event  that  the  rangeland  management  objective — Restore,  protect,  and 
enhance  the  diversity  and  distribution  of  desirable  vegetation  communities 
including  perennial  native  and  desirable  introduced  plant  species.  Provide 
for  their  continued  existence  and  normal  function  in  nutrient,  water,  and 
energy  cycles. — is  not  being  met  due  to  current  livestock  management 
practices. 


Comment:  Prohibit  the  use  of  OHV's  in  WSA’s. 
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Response:  In  accordance  with  the  IMPLWR,  the  general  use  of  OHV's  is 
limited  to  designated  WSA  boundary  roads  and  to  designated  vehicular 
ways  within  WSA's  until  Congress  acts  on  the  wilderness  issue.  An 
emergency  closure  of  specific  roads  or  ways  associated  with  an  affected 
WSA  could  be  implemented  if  undue  and  unnecessary  degradation  of 
resource  values  by  motorized  vehicles  should  occur,  or  where  there  is  a 
need  to  provide  for  public  safety  or  resolve  user  conflicts. 

506  1  6  Comment:  If  P  Hill  area  loses  WSA  status,  it  would  be  difficult  to 

maintain  original  landscape  quality. 

Response:  Refer  to  Comments  Regarding  Andrews  Resource  Area  on 
page  1. 

507  1  6  Comment:  Apply  VRM  and  OHV  classes  to  lands  released  from  wilder¬ 

ness  consideration. 

Response:  Under  the  Proposed  RMP  and  other  alternatives,  public  lands 
within  a  WSA  released  by  Congress  from  wilderness  designation,  unless 
otherwise  designated  as  OHV  closed  in  this  SEORMP  or  as  a  result  of  a 
motorized  vehicle  use  emergency  closure,  would  retain  a  limited  to 
designated  roads  (and  vehicular  ways)  OHV  use  designation.  Additionally, 
such  lands  would  be  managed  under  VRM  Class  II  unless  otherwise  VRM 
inventoried  as  Class  I  or  designated  as  Class  I  under  a  management  action 
of  this  plan. 


508 


509 


510 


511 


512 


6  Comment:  Released  WSA  lands  should  be  protected  from  mineral/energy 
entry. 

Response:  See  comment  response  60. 

1  Comment:  Adaptive  management  will  not  protect/restore  high  desert 
wilderness. 

Response:  WSA’s  are  managed  in  accordance  with  the  IMPLWR  so  that 
their  wilderness  values  are  not  impaired  and  they  remain  suitable  for 
wilderness  designation  until  Congress  takes  action  on  the  wilderness  issue. 

1  Comment:  Include  a  report  of  numbers,  kind  of  structures  and  develop¬ 
ments  in  WSA’s,  since  designations  with  rationale  for  how  this  enhances 
wilderness  values. 

Response:  A  report  of  this  nature  is  not  within  the  scope  of  this  plan. 

Such  information  has  been  compiled  and  assessed  in  previous  BLM 
wilderness  planning  documents  with  resultant  BLM  recommendations  for 
congressional  wilderness  designation.  Any  new  structures  or  develop¬ 
ments  which  have  been  placed  within  a  WSA  since  designation  has 
occurred  only  after  the  IMPLWR  and  NEPA  (or  court  ordered)  require¬ 
ments  have  been  met  on  a  case-by-case  basis. 

1  Comment:  The  Honeycombs  and  Owyhee  Canyon  WSA’s  should  be 
expanded. 

Response:  See  comment  response  502. 

1  Comment:  Overlapping  plans  on  Steens  Mountain  are  confusing  and 
vague. 

Response:  Refer  to  Comments  Regarding  Andrews  Resource  Area  on 
page  1. 
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2  7 

Opinion  or  Preference 

Support  recommendation  of  land  adjacent  to  WSA’s  to  be  acquired  and 
added  to  existing  WSA. 

1  1 

Oppose  expanding  existing  WSA’s. 

1  6 

Livestock  grazing,  livestock  structures,  and  unabated  presence  of  livestock 
degrade  ecological  and  wilderness  values.  These  also  render  the  lands  and 
adjacent  lands  less  suitable  for  designation. 

1  6 

1  6 

Support  Leslie  Gulch  wilderness  designation. 

Support  Sierra  Club  recommendation  for  wilderness  designation. 

1  1 

Protect  wilderness  for  future.  It  is  important  for  physical  challenge  and  for 
spiritual  sustenance. 

LETTER  NUMBER:  Oil,  049,  058,  157,  210,  217,  223,  232 

Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers 

Comments  within  this  section  are  subdivided  into  General  and  Donner  und  Blitzen  River. 


No.  I  S 

513  6  6 

General 

Comment:  All  streams  that  fit  the  NWSR  criteria  should  be  designated. 

Response:  Under  the  Proposed  RMP,  the  four  study  rivers/streams  within 
the  planning  area  which  met  both  the  eligibility  and  suitability  criteria  are 
recommended  for  congressional  designation  as  components  of  the 

NWSRS.  In  PSEORMP/FEIS  Chapter  4,  under  the  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers 
section,  clarification  is  provided  regarding  the  nature  and  purpose  of 
Alternative  D  for  assessment  of  study  rivers.  Under  this  alternative,  all 
eligible  rivers  were  considered  suitable. 

514  3  3 

Comment:  Do  not  allow  livestock  grazing  in  NWSR’s. 

Response:  When  managed  in  a  manner  which  allows  for  the  protection  or 
enhancement  of  identified  ORV’s  of  a  congressionally  designated  NWSR. 
livestock  grazing  may  be  allowed. 

515  1  6 

Comment:  Without  NWSR  protection,  streams  are  at  risk  for  riparian 
degradation. 

Response:  There  are  numerous  management  actions  available  to  the  BLM 
to  assist  in  the  management  of  riparian  areas  without  the  need  of  NWSR 
designation  for  their  protection  from  degradation.  BLM  considers  all 
riparian  areas  important  and  has  developed  management  within  this 
document  to  aid  in  restoring,  protecting  and  maintaining  desired  riparian/ 
wetland  conditions.  This  document  provides  management  direction  for  all 
riparian/wetland  areas  and  does  not  rely  on  designation  of  rivers  to  provide 
the  needed  protection  to  correctly  manage  these  areas. 

516  1  6 

Comment:  The  plan  fails  to  consider  and  disclose  that  designation  of  a 
“water  quality  limited”  stream  means  that  “best  management  practices” 
have  been  determined  to  be  inadequate  to  achieve  water  quality  standards. 

Response:  Several  segments  or  portions  of  segments  of  the  NWSR  are 
listed  as  water  quality  limited  under  Section  303(d)  of  the  “Clean  Water 
Act”  because  monitoring  that  occurred  after  the  NWSR  designation 
showed  that  water  temperatures  were  higher  than  the  Oregon  water  quality 
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standard.  No  assessment  of  the  effectiveness  of  BMP's  was  made  by  the 
State  of  Oregon  prior  to  the  303(d)  listing:  therefore,  placement  of  these 
streams  of  the  303(d)  list  does  not  necessarily  equate  to  a  need  for  special 
management  beyond  BMP’s  or  failure  of  BMP's.  Although  BLM  has 
water  quality  temperature  for  numerous  streams,  until  rangeland  health 
standards  and  allotment  evaluations  are  completed  by  interdisciplinary 
team,  a  determination  of  actual  sources  impacting  water  quality  cannot  be 
fully  appraised.  For  allotments  that  have  evaluated  grazing  BMP's  and 
have  existing  riparian  conditions  improving.  BLM  believes  that  it  is 
complying  with  the  intent  to’ meet  State  water  quality  standards  and  is 
moving  toward  the  delisting  of  these  streams  from  the  303(d)  list. 


Until  TMDL's  are  established  by  the  State  of  Oregon.  BLM  would  develop 
water  quality  restoration  plans  as  needed  and  following  the  priorities  of  its 
GMA's.  As  TMDL's  are  established  for  river  basins  by  the  State  of 
Oregon.  BLM  would  adjust  or  implement  monitoring  and  management 
practices  as  needed  to  comply  with  approved  State  water  quality  manage¬ 
ment  plans. 


517  1  1  Comment:  Jackies  Butte  permittees  want  their  statements  regarding 

NWSR  plans  considered  in  the  plan. 

Response:  Comments  concerning  the  management  of  Owyhee  River 
NWSR  ORV's  were  considered  during  the  development  of  the  PSEORMP/ 
FEIS.  Resolution  of  litigation  concerning  this  NWSR  would  provide 
additional  guidance  concerning  future  management. 


518  1  1  Comment:  Opposed  to  closing  Deary  Pasture  on  Owyhee  NWSR  to 

livestock  grazing.  Cattle  do  not  damage  ORV's.  Cattle  improve  wildlife 
habitat. 

Response:  ORV’s  of  theMain  Owyhee  NWSR  are  recreation,  scenic, 
geologic,  cultural,  and  wildlife.  Three  (recreation,  scenic,  wildlife)  of  the 
five  ORV's  have  been  determined  to  be  negatively  impacted  by  livestock 
use  in  the  Deary  pasture.  The  Deary  pasture  was  not  grazed  from  1978 
through  1988.  Grazing  use  of  this  area  began  in  1989  and  continued 
through  1994  as  a  result  of  the  lack  of  livestock  water  availability  in  other 
portions  of  the  allotment  due  to  prolonged  drought.  This  use  demonstrated 
an  increase  in  grazing  frequency. and  degree  within  the  boundaries  of  the 
Main  Owyhee  NWSR.  During  the  1994  grazing  season,  over-utilization 
(heavy  to  severe  category)  of  the  riparian  and  upland  vegetation  occurred 
as  a  result  of  concentrated  use.  The  use  levels  resulted  in  the  Deary 
pasture  being  left  more  susceptible  to  erosion  during  spring  runoff  events. 
Other  detrimental  impacts  included  excessive  utilization  of  vegetation,  trail 
proliferation,  and  trampling  and  degradation  of  campsites.  The  grazing  use 
during  1994  was  not  in  compliance  with  the  VRM  Class  I  objective  for  the 
NWSR  corridor. 


The  grazing  use  in  1994  was  not  in  compliance  with  the  existing  land  use 
planning  documents.  Livestock  grazing  may  not  be  increased  during 
periods  of  drought  or  at  other  times  when  forage  and/or  livestock  water,  in 
other  parts  of  the  allotment,  are  in  short  supply.  The  excessive  livestock 
use  in  the  Deary  pasture  decreased  both  the  quantity  and  quality  of  forage 
availability,  decreased  thermal  cover,  decreased  nesting  cover,  and 
decreased  hiding  cover  for  medium-sized  ungulates,  small  mammals, 
upland  birds,  and,  potentially,  waterfowl.  Also  see  comment  response  182. 
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519  1  1  Comment:  NWSR  status  for  the  Owyhee  River  Below  the  Dam  should  be 

rejected  because  BLM  would  restrict  the  Nyssa  Road  District  No.  2  and 
Malheur  County’s  responsibility  and  ability  to  maintain  the  road. 

Response:  The  asphalt  road  along  the  river  is  administered  by  Malheur 
County  as  a  county  road.  Within  the  road’s  associated  right-of  way, 

NWSR  designation  of  the  river  segment  with  the  recommended  recre¬ 
ational  river  classification  would  have  no  effect  on  the  county’s  ability  to 
maintain  the  road. 

520  1  1  Comment:  In  Table  S-l,  there  is  no  adequate  justification  relative  to  legal 

requirements,  characteristics,  or  need  of  any  of  the  NWSR  alternatives. 

Response:  Information  is  provided  in  Chapters  2  and  3,  Wild  and  Scenic 
Rivers.  The  purpose  of  Table  S-l  is  limited  to  displaying  a  quick  summary 
of  comparative  acres  by  alternative  of  selected  management  actions 
addressed  in  the  planning  document. 

521  1  1  Comment:  It  has  not  been  proven  that  cattle  damage  the  ORV’s.  In  many 

cases  cattle  grazing  actually  improves  wildlife  habitat.  It  has  been  shown 
in  many  areas  that  once  the  cattle  are  permanently  removed  much  of  the 
wildlife  would  also  leave. 

Response:  Improper  grazing  has  been  shown  to  adversly  affect  ORV’s, 
such  as  wildlife  habitat.  Recent  court  decisions  regarding  livestock  use 
associated  with  the  three  Owyhee  River  NWSR’s  have  required  mitigative 
actions  be  taken  to  prevent  livestock-caused  adverse  impacts  to  ORV’s  of 
these  NWSR's. 


522  4  4  Comment:  Humans  and  livestock  can  not  access  the  Antelope  Creek  (J19) 

study  river  corridor  because  of  the  land's  topography;  thus,  the  ORV’s 
would  be  protected.  The  only  access  to  Antelope  Creek  is  through  private 
property,  which  would  cause  possible  vandalism,  theft  and  degradation  of 
private  land.  People  would  create  new  roads  across  WSA’s  to  get  to  the 
river  corridor.  For  these  reasons,  change  the  west  boundary  of  the  pro¬ 
posed  NWSR  to  approximately  6  miles  east  to  the  east  boundary  fence  of 
the  Campbell  Allotment. 

Response:  Indeed,  the  relatively  easier  motorized-vehicle  access  location 
to  get  closest  to  the  creek’s  corridor  is  from  where  the  private  property 
borders  the  upper  end  of  the  8.6-mile  study  river.  BLM  acknowledges  this 
could  lead  to  abuse  and  trespass  of  private  property,  as  has  reportedly 
occurred  in  the  past.  More  distant  and  difficult  foot  access  to  the  corridor 
is  from  a  less  traveled  and  rougher  existing  WSA  boundary  road,  with  the 
WSA  subject  to  unauthorized  cross-country  motorized  vehicle  use,  a 
circumstance  no  different  than  what  presently  exists.  The  remoteness  of 
the  study  river,  coupled  with  both  the  rough  conditions  of  most  roads 
distant  and  closer  to  it  and  with  the  area’s  extremely  rugged  topography, 
would  continue  to  cause  access  to  be  contentious.  This  would  be  the 
circumstance,  regardless  of  the  managerial  status  of  the  study  river. 


The  extreme  topography  of  the  creek’s  corridor  would  help  protect  certain 
ORV’s  from  abusive  activity,  while  remaining  a  contributing  factor  of  its 
scenic  ORV.  Inaccessibility  within  portions  of  the  stream's  corridor  would 
not  preclude  it  from  being  suitable  for  possible  inclusion  in  the  NWSRS. 
With  ORV’s  present  the  length  of  the  study  river  and  the  study  river 
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meeting  suitability  criteria  for  possible  inclusion  in  the  NWSRS,  the  8.6 
miles  would  be  recommended  for  NWSR  designation  under  the  Proposed 
RMP  and  other  alternatives.  Should  Congress  designate  Antelope  Creek  as 
a  component  of  the  NWSRS,  a  required  river  management  plan  would 
further  address  issues  associated  with  access.  At  any  time,  appropriate 
directional  and  informational  signing  would  help  people  to  avoid  trespass 
of  the  private  land. 

523  2  7 

Donner  und  Blitzen  River 

Comment:  The  plan  is  insufficient  as  NEPA  analysis  for  revision  of 
“Donner  und  Blitzen  River  Management  Plan.” 

Response:  Refer  to  Comments  Regarding  Andrews  Resource  Area  on 
page  1. 

524  1  6 

Comment:  Alternative  C,  Appendix  N,  Donner  und  Blitzen  NWSR  Plan 
Revision,  fails  to  state  where  proposed  fences  would  be  located. 

Response:  Refer  to  Comments  Regarding  Andrews  Resource  Area  on 
page  1. 

525  1  6 

Comment:  Alternative  C  fails  to  define  what  “early  season”  means. 

Response:  Refer  to  Comments  Regarding  Andrews  Resource  Area  on 
page  1. 

526  1  6 

Comment:  Plan  fails  to  analyze/disclose  whether  trailing  will  inhibit 
benefits  of  rest. 

Response:  Refer  to  Comments  Regarding  Andrews  Resource  Area  on 
page  1. 

527  1  6 

Comment:  Plan  fails  to  analyze  the  range  of  naturally  high  water. 

Response:  Refer  to  Comments  Regarding  Andrews  Resource  Area  on 
page  1. 

528  1  6 

Comment:  Plan  fails  to  analyze/disclose  what  “medium  stubble  height” 
means. 

Response:  Refer  to  Comments  Regarding  Andrews  Resource  Area  on 
page  1. 

529  1  6 

Comment:  Plan  fails  to  analyze/disclose  “palatable”  species  in  the  Blitzen 
Pasture. 

Response:  Refer  to  Comments  Regarding  Andrews  Resource  Area  on 
page  1. 

530  1  6 

Comment:  Plan  fails  to  analyze/disclose  the  relationship  between  mean 
stubble  height  and  most  palatable  species. 

Response:  Refer  to  Comments  Regarding  Andrews  Resource  Area  on 
page  1. 

531  1  6 

Comment:  Plan  fails  to  analyze  how  any  plant  species  will  be  fully 
protected  and  enhanced  by  a  standard  such  as  stubble  height. 
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Response:  Refer  to  Comments  Regarding  Andrews  Resource  Area  on 
page  1. 


532  1 


533  1 


534  1 


535  1 


536  1 


18 

8 

1 

1 

1 

1 


6  Comment:  Plan  fails  to  analyze/disclose  whether  the  young  trees  in  the 
meadows  are  developing  due  to  rest  from  prolonged  grazing. 

Response:  Refer  to  Comments  Regarding  Andrews  Resource  Area  on 
page  1. 

6  Comment:  Alternative  B:  Utilization  standards  are  too  general  and 
unspecific  to  restore  vegetation  in  the  pasture. 

Response:  Refer  to  Comments  Regarding  Andrews  Resource  Area  on 
page  1. 

6  Comment:  Alternative  C:  Plan  fails  to  analyze  relationship  between 
stubble  height  and  plant  communities. 

Response:  Refer  to  Comments  Regarding  Andrews  Resource  Area  on 
page  1. 

6  Comment:  The  analysis,  consideration,  and  disclosure  of  water  quality 
issues  on  the  Donner  und  Blitzen  NWSR  is  inadequate. 

Response:  Refer  to  Comments  Regarding  Andrews  Resource  Area  on 
page  1. 

1  Comment:  Lauserica  fence  plan  should  be  removed  from  the  plan. 

Response:  Refer  to  Comments  Regarding  Andrews  Resource  Area  on 
page  1. 

Opinion  or  Preference 

19  Alternative  C  is  inadequate  for  the  number  of  miles  proposed. 

14  Support  Alternative  D  and  recommend  that  all  inventoried  and  assessed 
river  miles  be  added  to  the  NWSR  system. 

1  Support  adaptive  rotational  grazing  management  in  NWSR's. 

1  Do  not  support  new  NWSR  designations. 

1  Do  not  support  NWSR  designation  for  Dry  Creek. 

1  Support  maintaining  the  status  for  Donner  und  Blitzen  as  wild. 


LETTER  NUMBER:  014,  018,  028,  035,  049,  052,  053,  058,  059,  075,  077,  079,  081,  086,  087,  089,  098, 
102,  110,  112,  120,  123,  157,  163,  166,  179,  205,  218,  223,  232,  241,  255,  259,  260,  264 


Special  Designations 

Comments  relate  to  ACEC/RNA’s  and  Steens  Mountain. 


No.  I  S 

537 

4  5 

3  3 

6  6 


ACEC/RNA’s 

Comments: 

•  Retain  all  ACEC’s  and  designate  recommended  ACEC’s. 

•  Oppose  designation  of  ACEC’s. 

•  Prefer  Alternative  D  for  ACEC’s. 

•  Support  Alternative  B  on  ACEC’s  and  RNA’s. 


Proposed  Southeastern  Oregon  Resource  Management  Plan  and  Final  EIS 

Response:  Analysis  of  the  merits  of  designation  under  each  alternative 
may  be  found  in  Chapters  3  and  4  for  ACEC’s.  Final  determination  of 
designations  that  best  meet  management  considerations  for  ACEC  relevant 
and  important  values  within  the  framework  of  multiple  use  is  found  in  the 
Proposed  RMP. 


538  3  3  Comment:  Oppose  proposed  additions  to  ACEC’s. 

Reasons: 

V  % 

not  consistent  with  legal  authority;  and 
not  needed  on  well-managed  lands. 

Response:  The  legal  authority  and  mandate  to  establish  ACEC’s  was 
granted  with  the  passage  of  FLPMA;  therefore,  establishment  of  ACEC’s  is 
consistent  with  BLM’s  legal  authority.  ACEC’s  are  established  to  provide 
management  attention  for  relevant  and  important  values.  If  lands  are 
managed  to  the  extent  that  the  relevant  and  important  values  can  be 
maintained  and  protected,  then  management  changes  would  not  be  neces¬ 
sary.  If  new  management  would  be  proposed,  implementation  would 
depend  on  its  potential  positive  and/or  negative  impacts  on  the  relevant  and 
important  values.  The  designation  of  ACEC’s  helps  to  keep  attention 
focused  on  management  of  specific  values  of  an  area. 

539  3  3  Comment:  Mahogany  Ridge  ACEC/RNA:  Support  Alternative  B. 

Reason: 

too  much  private  land  within. 

Response:  There  is  no  private  land  within  the  Mahogany  Ridge  ACEC/ 
RNA.  BLM's  authority  does  not  extend  to  designation  of  private  lands  as 
ACEC’s. 
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3  3 

2  2 


2  2 


2  1 


2 

2 

2 


1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 


2 

2 

2 

1 

1 


1 

1 

1 

1 


Comments: 

•  Owyhee  Views  ACEC:  Support  Alternative  B. 

•  Jordan  Craters  ACEC/RNA:  Support  Alternative  D. 

Reason:  to  enlarge  to  the  full  extent  of  lava  flow. 

•  North  Fork  Malheur  River  ACEC:  Support  Alternative  C. 

Reason:  links  Blue  Mountains  and  Owyhee  Uplands  Province ,  rare 
trout  and  vegetation  transition  . 

•  Castle  Rock  ACEC:  Support  Alternative  C. 

Reason:  site  fills  several  natural  area  cells. 

•  Coal  Mine  Basin  ACEC/RNA:  Support  Alternative  C. 

•  Coal  Mine  Basin  ACEC/RNA:  Support  Alternative  B. 

•  Keep  Alvord  Peak  an  ACEC. 

•  Oppose  ACEC  designation  for  Hammond  Hills. 

•  Oppose  designation  for  Owyhee  Views  ACEC. 

•  Oregon  Trail  ACEC:  against  designation. 

•  Oregon  Trail  Keeney  Pass  ACEC:  Support  Alternative  B. 

•  Oregon  Trail-Tub  Mountain  Segment:  Support  Alternative  B. 

•  Oregon  Trail  ACEC  Birch  Creek  Segment:  Support  Alternative  C. 

•  Honeycombs  ACEC/RNA:  Support  Alternative  C. 

•  Leslie  Gulch  ACEC:  Support  Alternative  C. 

•  Mahogany  Ridge  ACEC/RNA:  Support  Alternative  D. 
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Reason:  gives  greater  representation  of  the  target  natural  community 
and  adds  diversity  because  species  are  mostly  on  private  lands. 

1  •  Stockade  Mountain  ACEC/RNA:  Support  Alternative  B. 

1  •  Stockade  Mountain  ACEC/RNA:  Support  Alternative  D. 

Reason:  adds  diversity  to  western  juniper  and  low  sagebrush  types. 

1  •  Black  Canyon  ACEC/RNA:  Favor  ACEC,  but  not  RNA  designation. 

1  •  Dry  Creek  Gorge  ACEC:  Favor  ACEC  from  Juniper  Creek  to  cave. 

1  •  Dry  Creek  Gorge  ACEC:  Support  Alternative  D. 

Reason:  scenery,  geology  that  supports  salt  desert  shrub  communities. 

1  •  Hammond  Hills  ACEC/RNA:  Support  Alternative  B. 

1  •  Hammond  Hills  ACEC/RNA:  Support  Alternative  D. 

Reason:  threat  of  mineral  leasing  and  importance  of  NSO  stipulations; 
and  excellent  representation  of  sandy  soil  alkali  communities. 

1  •  Lake  Ridge  ACEC/RNA:  Support  Alternative  B. 

1  •  Lake  Ridge  ACEC/RNA:  Support  Alternative  D. 

Reason:  lands  contain  best  low  sagebrush/bluebunch  wheatgrass,  and 
silver  sagebrush/Nevada  blue  grass  playa  vegetation. 

1  •  North  Ridge  Bully  Creek  ACEC/RNA:  Support  Alternative  B. 

1  •  North  Ridge  Bully  Creek  ACEC/RNA:  Support  Alternative  D. 

Reason:  great  representation  of  plant  communities  which  need  protec¬ 
tion  from  grazing. 

1  •  Ott  Mountain  ACEC/RNA:  Support  Alternative  B. 

1  •  Owyhee  Below  the  Dam  ACEC:  Neutral 

1  •  South  Alkali  Sand  Hills  ACEC:  Support  Alternative  B. 

1  •  South  Alkali  Sand  Hills  ACEC:  Support  Alternative  D. 

Reason:  protects  two  sensitive  plant  species  with  maximum  habitat  and 
management  latitude. 

1  •  South  Bull  Canyon  ACEC/RNA:  Support  Alternative  B. 

1  •  South  Ridge  Bully  Creek  ACEC/RNA:  Support  Alternative  B. 

1  •  Spring  Mountain  ACEC/RNA:  Support  Alternative  B. 

1  •  Spring  Mountain  ACEC/RNA:  Support  Alternative  C. 

1  •  Spring  Mountain  ACEC/RNA:  Support  Alternative  D. 

Reason:  potential  to  represent  a  suite  of  quaking  aspen  communities 
( support  exchange  for  willing  sellers). 

1  •  Owyhee  River  ACEC:  Support  Alternative  C. 

1  •  Saddle  Butte  ACEC:  Support  Alternative  C. 

1  •  Whitehorse  Butte  ACEC:  Support  Alternative  C. 

1  •  Dry  Creek  Bench  ACEC/RNA:  Support  Alternative  B. 

1  •  Dry  Creek  Bench  ACEC/RNA:  Support  Alternative  D. 

Reason:  larger  acreage  needed  to  act  as  buffer. 

1  •  Little  Whitehorse  Creek  ACEC/RNA:  Support  Alternative  C. 

1  •  Little  Whitehorse  Creek  ACEC/RNA:  Support  Alternative  D. 

Reason:  benchmark  area  for  low  elevation  riparian  need  additional 
protection. 

1  •  Mendi  Gore  ACEC/RNA:  Support  Alternative  C. 

1  •  Mendi  Gore  ACEC/RNA:  Support  Alternative  D. 

Reason:  additional  acreage  for  important  plant  representations. 
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1  •  Three  Forks  ACEC/RNA:  Support  Alternative  C. 

1  •  Three  Forks  ACEC/RNA:  Support  Alternative  D. 

Reason:  designation  will  better  recognize  some  plant  representations 
and  has  other  attributes  needing  management. 

1  •  Toppin  Creek  Butte  ACEC/RNA:  Support  Alternative  B. 

1  •  Toppin  Creek  Butte  ACEC/RNA:  Support  Alternative  D. 

Reason:  added  diversity  that  Bull  Flats  provides. 

1  •  Alvord  Desert  ACEC:  Support  D,  but  full  extent  of  playa  should  be 

included. 

Reason:  recognizes  complete  extent  of  Alvord  and  benefit  from  result¬ 
ing  level  of  management. 

1  •  Borax  Lake  ACEC:  Support  Alternative  C  (with  addition  of  withdrawal 

for  mineral  entry). 

1  •  East  Kiger  Plateau:  Support  Alternative  C  (with  addition  of  withdrawal 

for  mineral  entry). 

1  •  Little  Blitzen  ACEC/RNA:  Support  Alternative  C  (with  addition  of 

withdrawal  for  mineral  entry). 

1  •  Little  Wildhorse  ACEC/RNA:  Support  Alternative  C  (with  addition  of 

withdrawal  for  mineral  entry). 

1  •  Mickey  Basin  ACEC/RNA:  Support  Alternative  C  (with  addition  of 

withdrawal  for  mineral  entry). 

1  •  Pickett  Rim  ACEC:  Support  Alternative  C  (with  addition  of  withdrawal 

for  mineral  entry). 

1  •  Pueblo  Foothills  ACEC/RNA:  Support  Alternative  C  (with  addition  of 

withdrawal  for  mineral  entry). 

1  •  Rooster  Comb  ACEC/RNA:  Support  Alternative  C  (with  addition  of 

withdrawal  for  mineral  entry). 

1  •  South  Fork  Willow  Creek  ACEC/RNA:  Support  Alternative  C  (with 

addition  of  withdrawal  for  mineral  entry). 

1  •  Steens  Mountain  ACEC:  Support  Alternative  C  (with  addition  of 

withdrawal  for  mineral  entry). 

1  •  Turn  Turn  Lake  ACEC/RNA:  Support  Alternative  C  (with  addition  of 

withdrawal  for  mineral  entry). 

1  •  Fir  Groves  ACEC:  Support  Alternative  C  (with  addition  of  withdrawal 

for  mineral  entry). 

1  •  Mickey  Hot  Springs:  Support  Alternative  C  (with  addition  of  withdrawal 

for  mineral  entry). 

1  •  Serrano  Point  ACEC/RNA:  Support  Alternative  C  (with  addition  of 

withdrawal  for  mineral  entry). 

1  •  Big  Alvord  Creek  ACEC/RNA:  Support  Alternative  C  (with  addition  of 

withdrawal  for  mineral  entry. 

Reason:  quality  examples  of  natural  communities 

1  •  East  Fork  Trout  Creek  ACEC/RNA:  Support  Alternative  C,  with 

extension  of  boundary  to  ridge  to  ensure  protection  of  wetland/riparian 
areas. 

1  •  Keep  Pickett  Rim  as  an  ACEC. 

Reason:  for  peregrine  falcons  and  high  nesting/breeding  values  for 
raptors,  plants,  and  ACEC  and  VRM  status. 

Response:  Discussion  and  analysis  of  the  merits  of  designation  under 
each  alternative  may  be  found  in  Chapters  3  and  4  for  ACEC’s.  Final 
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determination  that  best  meets  management  of  ACEC  values  within  the 
framework  of  multiple  use  is  found  in  the  Proposed  RMP  of  the 
PSEORMP/FEIS. 

541  2  2 

Comment:  Do  something  about  trash,  weeds,  and  OHV  use  within  the 
proposed  Keeney  Pass  segment  of  the  Oregon  Trail  ACEC. 

Response:  Under  the  Proposed  RMP  and  other  alternatives,  appropriate 
management  of  noxious  weeds  and  OHV  use  has  been  provided.  Due  to 
the  proximity  of  this  trail  segment  to  urban  settings  and  to  the  county’s 
landfill  waste  site  with  its  limited  weekly  operation  hours,  the  Keeney  Pass 
(Lytle  Boulevard)  road  corridor  remains  subject  to  roadside  refuse  dump¬ 
ing.  BLM  continues  to  work  with  Malheur  County  and  interested  persons 
and  organizations  for  periodic  trash  removal  in  the  area.  Also  see  comment 
response  486. 

542 

Comments: 

2  2 

•  Need  for  ACEC’s  should  document  a  biological  issue  or  management 
problem. 

1  1 

•  Needs  for  ACEC  have  not  been  justified. 

Response:  Interdisciplinary  teams  were  formed  to  review  relevant  and 
important  values  for  areas  nominated  to  be  ACEC's  or  ACEC/RNA’s. 
Determination  by  the  teams  was  also  made  regarding  the  need  for  special 
management  attention  for  these  areas.  Those  areas  with  relevant  and 
important  values  in  need  of  management  attention  were  brought  forward 
for  consideration  and  analysis  under  the  management  scenarios  within  each 
alternative. 

543  1  2 

Comment:  The  Pickett  Rim  ACEC  should  be  expanded. 

Response:  Refer  to  Comments  Regarding  Andrews  Resource  Area  on 
page  1. 

544  1  1 

Comment:  Give  Lone  Mountain  special  designation. 

Response:  Refer  to  Comments  Regarding  Andrews  Resource  Area  on 
page  1. 

545  1  1 

Comment:  OHV  restrictions  in  ACEC’s  need  to  be  clarified. 

Response:  In  all  ACEC’s  not  closed  to  OHV’s,  OHV  use  would  be  limited 
to  designated  roads  and  trails.  Maps  depicting  these  designated  roads  and 
trails  would  be  available  at  the  Vale  District  Office.  OHV  management  for 
each  ACEC  is  provided  in  the  text  of  Chapter  3  and  Table  3-12. 

546  1  1 

Comment:  Cryptobiotic  crusts  should  be  mentioned  in  the  description  of 
Leslie  Gulch  ACEC  and  may  make  the  area  eligible  for  ACEC/RNA  status. 

Response:  BLM  personnel  are  not  aware  at  this  time  of  excellent  ex¬ 
amples  of  biotic  crusts  in  Leslie  Gulch.  However,  except  in  high  recre¬ 
ation  use  areas,  current  management  of  the  area  should  provide  satisfactory 
management  for  crusts  which  occur  in  the  area.  The  extent  of  human 
activity  in  the  Leslie  Gulch  ACEC  would  not  make  the  area  as  a  whole 
eligible  for  consideration  as  a  research  natural  area. 
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547 

1  1  Comment:  Owyhee  River  ACEC  should  not  be  dropped  because  of 

NWSR  designation. 

Response:  Because  no  relevant  and  important  values  were  identified  for 
the  river  which  are  not  currently  managed  under  the  existing  management 
plan  for  Owyhee  NWSR  as  ORV’s,  it  was  determined  that  no  additional 
management  protection  would  be  provided  for  the  Owyhee  River  NWSR 
corridor  as  a  result  of  ACEC  designation. 

548 

1  1  Comment:  Grazing  impacts  in  ACEC’s  appear 'to  be  the  same  for  Alterna¬ 

tive  C  as  for  Alternative  A;  concerned  that  the  1998  “Oregon  Natural 
Heritage  Plan”  document  was  not  used  in  the  draft,  which  shows  Harney 
Lake  as  a  key  area  needing  management. 

Response:  As  analyzed,  grazing  impacts  would  be  anticipated  to  have  a 
greater  impact  in  Alternative  A;  however,  relevant  and  important  values  of 
ACEC  s  would  be  protected  in  all  alternatives,  with  fencing  having  the 
greatest  likelihood  for  management  of  those  values  on  the  generally 
smaller  acreages  in  Alternative  A.  Text  in  the  ACEC  section  has  been 
updated  and  revised  to  indicate  that  the  1998  “Oregon  Natural  Heritage 
Plan"  has  been  used  as  the  most  current  information  available.  The  Harney 
Lake  area  mentioned  in  that  plan,  is  not  in  the  SEORMP  planning  area. 

549 

1  1  Comment:  The  existing  Oregon  National  Historic  Trail  be  designated  as  a 

SRMA  instead  of  ACEC. 

Response:  Under  the  Proposed  RMP  and  other  alternatives,  the  Oregon 
National  Historic  Trail  would  be  designated  as  a  SRMA  in  1989.  The 
value  of  adding  ACEC  designation  is  discussed  in  comment  response  555. 

550 

1  1  Comment:  Support  right-of-way  avoidance  in  place  of  ACEC  designation 

for  the  Oregon  Trail. 

Response:  See  comment  response  555. 

551 

1  1  Comment:  There  is  a  discrepancy  in  the  text  between  the  length  of  the 

ruts  mentioned  in  several  paragraphs. 

Response:  Text  has  been  amended  to  clarify  length  of  ruts  in  each 
segment  and  across  the  Vale  District  BLM. 

552 

2  2  Comment:  There  is  a  discrepancy  in  the  text  for  the  corridor  width  for  the 

Oregon  Trail,  Keeney  Pass  segment. 

Response:  Text  was  clarified  with  regard  to  corridor  width. 

553 

2  2  Comment:  The  Oregon  Trail  ruts  in  Keeney  Pass  were  mostly  made  by 

motor  vehicle  use. 

Response:  It  is  correct  that  Lytle  Boulevard  overlies  the  original  route  of 
the  Oregon  Trail  in  many  places  and  also  that  the  ruts  at  Keeney  Pass  were 
used  as  the  main  travel  route  for  vehicular  traffic  prior  to  the  construction 
of  Lytle  Boulevard.  While  this  vehicular  traffic  may  have  enlarged  or 
deepened  the  ruts,  the  swales  still  follow  the  route  of  and  represent  the 
Oregon  Trail. 

554 

Comment:  No  mention  was  made  that  numerous  nrnWfc  in 
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Comment:  No  mention  was  made  that  numerous  projects  exist  in  the 
Oregon  Trail-Keeney  Pass  segment. 


Comment  Responses  and  Reprinted  Letters 


Response:  Text  was  amended  to  include  a  description  of  the  projects 
within  the  corridor. 


Comment:  ACEC  designation  is  not  necessary  to  manage  the  Oregon 
Trail.  It  could  be  equally  well  managed  under  a  different  designation,  such 
as  SRMA.  In  addition,  weeds  and  OHV's  are  not  currently  managed: 
ACEC  designation  would  not  make  a  difference. 

Response:  One  of  the  objectives  for  designating  the  Oregon  Trail  seg¬ 
ments  as  an  ACEC  is  to  protect  not  only  the  trail  but  also  the  viewshed  and 
setting  associated  with  the  trail.  The  Oregon  Trail  is  not  a  renewable 
resource  and  would  vanish  over  time,  protected  or  not,  due  to  environmen¬ 
tal  factors  (weather,  erosion);  the  intent  is  to  limit  impacts  associated  with 
population  growth  and  physical  development  on  the  ground.  The  Oregon 
Trail  is  more  than  the  physical  ruts;  it  is  the  entire  setting.  Maintaining  the 
integrity  of  that  setting  for  future  generations  is  the  goal  of  this  ACEC. 
Over  time,  what  has  changed  are  the  increased  number  of  developments 
along  the  Oregon  Trail.  The  management  prescriptions  outlined  for  the 
ACEC  would  provide  tools  to  limit  new  developments  and  protect  the 
integrity  of  the  environmental  setting.  The  prescriptions  do  not  preclude 
the  maintenance  of  existing  facilities  but  may  limit  some  activities.  New 
projects  would  be  evaluated  for  impacts  to  the  integrity  and  aesthetics  of 
the  environmental.  The  ACEC  designation  would  bring  higher  priority  for 
OHV  and  weed  management. 


Comment:  Concern  was  expressed  about  the  potential  change  of  grazing 
activities,  focus  on  livestock  grazing  in  Alternative  C,  and  the  ability  to 
maintain  current  projects  should  the  ACEC  be  designated  in  the  Oregon 
Trail-Keeney  Pass  segment. 

Response:  Grazing  as  is  currently  conducted  in  the  potential  ACEC  has 
not  been  found  to  impact  the  relevant  and  important  values  for  which  the 
ACEC  would  be  established.  Grazing  would  be  evaluated  as  an  ongoing 
process,  and  as  changes  in  the  current  grazing  system  were  proposed. 
Alternative  C  is  not  specific  to  discussion  of  livestock  use  only;  such  use  is 
addressed  in  other  alternatives.  In  addition,  mineral  activities  would  be 
limited  or  closed,  depending  on  the  proximity  to  the  corridor  and  the 
viewshed  adjacent  to  the  Oregon  Trail.  All  project  maintenance  within  the 
corridor  would  continue  as  long  as  relevant  and  important  values  are  not 
negatively  affected. 


Comment:  Against  ACEC/RNA  designations  per  Malheur  County  Court 
1996  position  regarding  vegetative  communities  and  plant  cells,  etc. 

Reasons: 

deviates  from  multiple  use;  and 

present  management  is  compatible  with  well-being  of  the  identified 

vegetative  communities. 

Response:  Designation  of  ACEC's  is  considered  part  of  multiple  use  as 
mandated  by  the  FLPMA  and  is  consistent  with  BLM  management  under 
the  Act.  Where  present  management  is  compatible  with  the  maintenance 
and  enhancement  of  identified  vegetative  communities,  it  would  not  be 
changed.  Management  would  only  change  as  the  adaptive  management 
process  identifies  conflicts  with  present  management  or  proposed  future 
management  of  the  relevant  and  important  values  of  designated  ACEC’s. 
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558  1  1  Comment:  Oppose  expanding  existing  WSA’s  because  BLM  has  already 

recommended  them  to  Congress. 

Response:  As  indicated  in  Chapter  3,  under  Rationale  for  Land  Adjacent 

to  Wilderness  Study  Areas,  sections  202  and  302  of  the  FLPMA  provides 

authority  to  provide  for  WSA’s  under  the  BLM’s  land  use  planning 

process.  In  this  plan,  the  only  land  parcels  that  would  be  subject  to  be 

added  to  existing  WSA’s  are  those  parcels  identified  in  BLM’s  1989 

OWFEIS  and  1991  “Wilderness  Study  Report  for  Oregon.”  As  WSA’s, 

those  lands  would  be  managed  in  concert  with  all  WSA’s,  in  accordance 
•  % 
with  the  IMPLWR.  This  would  provide  continuity  in  their  management 

and  preserve  their  suitability  for  wilderness  designation  until  Congress 

takes  action  on  the  wilderness  issue. 

559  1  1  Comment:  The  Nature  Conservancy  (TNC)  should  not  be  paid  to  inven¬ 

tory  for  potential  ACEC/RNA’s. 

Reasons: 

locals  and  government  are  not  included; 
expertise  of  TNC  is  in  question;  and 
BLM  should  have  no  control  over  private  land. 

Response:  The  BLM  has  entered  into  a  partnership  with  TNC  and 
maintains  a  1990  national  memorandum  of  understanding  which  recog¬ 
nizes  TNC  as  the  organization  with  the  expertise  to  identify  and  evaluate 
specific  ecological  units  and  critical  elements  for  management  of 
biodiversity  across  the  national  landscape.  This  memorandum  states  that, 
as  requested  and  as  funds  are  available,  TNC  is  to  provide  information  and 
technical  assistance  for  areas  on  BLM  lands  that  have  high  natural  values; 
areas  of  exceptional  ecological  importance;  locations  of  rare  or  unusual 
plant  or  animal  communities;  and  habitats  of  Federally  listed  endangered, 
threatened,  proposed,  and  candidate  species  and  State  listed  species. 

Neither  BLM  nor  TNC  have  authority  to  determine  ecological  sites  or 
management  on  private  lands.  All  public  and  private  entities  have  had  the 
opportunity  to  provide  input  throughout  this  planning  process. 

560  1  1  Comment:  It  is  incompatible  to  manage  Mahogany  Ridge  ACEC/RNA  for 

both  purity  and  diversity. 

Response:  ACEC’s  may  be  managed  for  a  variety  of  relevant  and  impor¬ 
tant  values  within  the  same  unit.  While  the  existing  Mahogany  Ridge 
ACEC/RNA  is  managed  primarily  for  its  excellent  representation  of  a 
mountain  mahogany  community,  additional  acreage  has  been  being 
proposed  to  add  additional  biological  diversity,  as  well  as  a  larger  represen¬ 
tation  of  the  mountain  mahogany  community. 

561  1  1  Comment:  A  cumulative  reduction  in  grazing  AUM’s  is  resulting  from  all 

of  the  ACEC  additions. 

Response:  There  are  no  reductions  in  AUM’s  proposed  in  the  SEORMP 
for  any  existing,  proposed  additions,  or  proposed  ACEC’s  or  ACEC/ 

RNA’s. 

562  1  1  Comment:  Livestock  and  recreational  use  are  excluded  from  ACEC/ 

RNA’s,  which  deviates  from  multiple  use. 

Response:  Livestock  are  rarely  excluded,  and  recreational  use  has  not 
been  excluded  from  ACEC/RNA’s,  except  as  recreationists  are  limited  to 
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designated  roads  and  trails  for  OHV  activities.  The  concept  of  multiple  use 
does  not  mean  that  all  uses  are  to  occur  on  all  acres.  As  part  of  adaptive 
management,  some  uses  in  ACEC’s  may  be  excluded  if  they  would  be 
shown  to  be  detrimental  to  and  incompatible  with  management  and 
protection  of  the  relevant  and  important  values  for  which  the  ACEC  was 
established. 


563  1  1  Comment:  Questioned  the  fact  that  no  mineral  leasing  was  designated  for 

more  acres  for  ACEC’s  under  Alternative  B  than  on  all  the  other  alterna¬ 
tives. 

Response:  The  commentor  is  directed  to  a  footnote  in  the  ACEC  table 
which  explains  that  under  Alternative  B,  the  restrictions  on  mineral  leasing 
imposed  by  current  IMPLWR  or  other  special  designations  are  in  effect  for 
many  of  the  existing  ACEC’s.  For  all  other  alternatives,  IMPLWR  was  not 
shown,  although  IMPLWR  management  would  continue  to  be  in  effect  for 
those  portions  of  any  ACEC  within  a  WSA. 

564  1  1  Comment:  Dropping  of  Alvord  Peak  ACEC  could  allow  an  increase  in 

mineral  activity  in  the  area  which  could  cause  an  impact  to  bighorn  sheep. 

Response:  Refer  to  Comments  Regarding  Andrews  Resource  Area  on 
page  1. 

565  1  1  Comment:  Noxious  weeds  would  not  be  controlled  in  areas  designated  as 

ACEC’s. 

Response:  As  stated  in  Chapter  3,  noxious  weeds  in  ACEC’s  would  be 
aggressively  controlled  using  integrated  weed  management  methods 
consistent  with  protection  and  enhancement  of  relevant  and  important 
values. 

566  1  1  Comment:  It  is  not  appropriate  to  have  ACEC’s  for  visual  or  other 

subjective  criteria. 

Response:  FLPMA  specifically  identifies  scenic  values  as  criteria  for 
consideration  that  may  require  special  management  attention  by  ACEC 
designation  in  order  to  protect  and  prevent  irreparable  damage  to  those 
values. 

567  1  1  Comment:  Management  should  not  be  referenced  as  a  purpose  for  ACEC 

establishment. 

Reasons: 

historic  grazing  did  not  damage  their  value;  and 
grazing  use  is  fundamental  to  biological  needs. 

Response:  FLPMA  specifically  states  that  ACEC’s  are  areas  where  special 
management  attention  is  required  to  protect  and  prevent  irreparable 
damage  to  important  historic,  cultural,  or  scenic  values,  fish  and  wildlife 
resources,  or  other  natural  systems  or  processes,  or  to  protect  life  and 
safety  from  natural  hazards.  The  need  for  management  is  therefore  a 
critical  consideration  in  establishment  of  ACEC’s. 

568  1  1  Comment:  It  is  not  clear  how  many  ACEC’s  have  been  established  for 

plant  or  animal  habitats. 
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Response:  The  relevant  and  important  values  for  each  ACEC  have  been 
described  in  the  introductory  section  for  each  specific  existing  or  proposed 
ACEC  in  the  text  of  Chapter  3.  If  plants  or  animals  and  their  habitats  are 
relevant  and  important  values,  they  are  discussed  in  that  section. 


569  1 


Comment:  It  is  not  clear  which  plant  or  animal  ACEC's  will  have 
grazing,  recreation,  or  mining  as  secondary  objectives. 

Response:  ACEC's  do  not  have  secondary  objectives,  only  relevant  and 
important  values  for  which  the  ACEC's  would  be  managed.  Ongoing  uses, 
such  as  grazing,  recreation,  or  mining,  may  be  permitted  which  do  not 
adversely  impact  relevant  and  important  values.  Also  see  comment 
response  570. 


570  1 


Comment:  It  would  be  useful  to  identify  where  conflicting  management 
actions  in  ACEC's  may  occur. 

Response:  The  process  of  adaptive  management,  including  gathering  of 
data  as  part  of  the  future  monitoring  program,  would  be  used  to  identify 
conflicting  management  actions  in  ACEC's.  Potential  future  conflicting 
management  actions  have  been  identified  ACEC's  in  the  table  and  text  of 
ACEC  discussion  in  Chapter  3. 
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Comment:  Acceptable  levels  of  change  need  to  be  identified  in  ACEC's. 

Response:  Each  ACEC  would  be  evaluated  in  the  future  for  acceptable 
levels  of  change  consistent  with  the  relevant  and  important  values  identi¬ 
fied  for  that  area.  Also  see  comment  response  570. 


572 


Comment:  ACEC's  in  Bully  Creek  should  include  quaking  aspen  in  shrub 
steppe  mosaics. 

Response:  There  were  no  specific  nominations  for  ACEC/RNA's  in  the 
Bully  Creek  watershed  of  areas  which  include  quaking  aspen  in  shrub 
steppe  mosaics. 


573  1 


574  5 


Comment:  Long  Draw  ACEC/RNA:  Extend  boundary  consistent  with 
landscape  to  better  protect  sandy  soil  plant  communities. 

Response:  Refer  to  Comments  Regarding  Andrews  Resource  Area  on 
page  1. 

National  Conservation  Area 

Comment:  NCA  designation  should  be  separate  from  plan. 

Response:  Refer  to  Comments  Regarding  Andrews  Resource  Area  on 
page  1. 


575  4 


Comment:  Support  NCA  for  Steens  and  include  Alvord  Desert. 
Reasons: 

they  are  integrally  tied; 

large  enough  area  to  manage  from  a  landscape  approach;  and 
major  issues  involve  both  areas. 

Response:  Refer  to  Comments  Regarding  Andrews  Resource  Area  on 
page  1. 
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Comment:  The  NCA  proposal  contains  no  clear  approach  or  planning  and 
nothing  to  evaluate. 

Response:  Refer  to  Comments  Regarding  Andrews  Resource  Area  on 
page  1. 


Comment:  The  BLM  should  provide  landowners  and  business  owners  in 
the  proposed  NCA  a  copy  of  NCA-H.R.-100-24,  along  with  positive  and 
negative  impacts. 

Response:  Refer  to  Comments  Regarding  Andrews  Resource  Area  on 
page  1. 

Comment:  NCA  designation  could  severely  impact  cattle  industry. 

Response:  Refer  to  Comments  Regarding  Andrews  Resource  Area  on 
page  1. 


Comment:  Fire  suppression  should  be  reduced  in  NCA. 

Response:  Refer  to  Comments  Regarding  Andrews  Resource  Area  on 
page  1. 

Opinion  or  Preference 

Do  not  support  NCA  for  Steens. 

Reasons: 

too  much  private  land  within; 

too  many  unknowns  of  legislation;  and 

states  that  BLM  would  manage  wildlife. 

Steens  Mountain  needs  permanent  federal  protection. 

Steens  are  of  vital  interest  for  recreation. 

The  NCA  proposal  in  Alternative  C  fails  to  protect  the  area. 

We  are  pleased  to  see  the  BLM  is  adding  over  28.000  acres  to  Steens 
Mountain  ACEC. 

Alvord  Desert  is  of  vital  interest  for  recreation. 

Frenchglen  is  of  vital  interest  for  recreation. 

Support  NCA  for  Steens  Mountain 

We  urge  the  BLM  to  offer  thorough  discussions  of  various  proposals  for 
protection  of  Steens  Mountain. 

Steens  and  Owyhee  Canyonlands  should  be  national  parks  or  monuments. 
Need  to  add  P  Hill  and  Pickett  Rim  to  NCA  proposal. 


LETTER  NUMBER:  016,  017,  022,  075,  094,  103,  104,  107,  109.  110,  122.  123,  124.  130.  157,  163,  165, 
166,  172,  179,  180,  217,  218,  220,  222,  226,  232,  235,  237,  238,  240,  241,  256.  257,  258.  259.  262.  264.  272 


Human  Uses  and  Values 


Some  Human  Uses  and  Values  comments  may  be  under  GRAZING  or  GENERAL  COMMENTS. 

No.  I  S 

580  1  2  Comment:  The  draft  should  include  “impacts  to  private  lands  and 

business.” 
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Response:  The  draft  and  final  are  similar  in  their  discussions  of  impacts  to 
private  lands  and  businesses.  These  impacts  are  discussed  generally, 
identifying  how  opportunities  for  continuation  or  growth  of  certain  types  of 
businesses  would  increase  or  decrease  under  the  various  alternatives. 
Business  sectors  such  as  tourism,  mining,  timber,  and  livestock  grazing  are 
examined.  Hopefully,  this  plan  provides  enough  detail  to  existing  business 
owners  and  operators  to  guide  them  in  effectively  operating  their  busi¬ 
nesses  as  Federal  land  management  changes  with  adoption  of  a  new 
resource  management  plan. 


Comment:  Tribal  economy  and  use  was  not  represented  in  this  section. 

Response:  A  brief  discussion  of  Native  American  subsistence  uses  was 
added  as  part  of  the  environmental  justice  discussion.  Additional  informa¬ 
tion  appears  under  Cultural  Resources  and  Areas  of  Critical  Environmental 
Concern. 


Comment:  Data  selection  and  analysis  are  biased  towards  livestock 
producers. 

Reasons: 

inflates  economic  importance  of  grazing;  and 
generally  flawed. 

Response:  The  estimate  of  impacts  related  to  changing  livestock  use  has 
been  revised  based  on  additional  research  into  source  data.  This  revision 
reduced  the  economic  importance  of  forage  provided  on  BLM-adminis- 
tered  lands. 


Comment:  The  plan  fails  to  recognize  increased  recreation  use  as  result  of 
decreased  grazing. 

Response:  The  BLM  is  unaware  of  any  studies  that  suggest  decreased 
grazing  use  results  in  increased  recreation  use  in  the  absence  of  other 
factors  such  as  special  designations,  improved  public  access,  recreation 
facilities,  or  notations  on  maps. 


Comment:  The  economic  impact  studies  by  Ashley  (1993)  and  Johnson 
(1995)  are  flawed. 

Response:  Table  2-37,  Expenditures  by  Activity  Category,  references 
Rebecca  Johnson  of  OSU.  Her  1995  study  addresses  recreation  expendi¬ 
tures  throughout  Oregon  and  not  within  the  planning  area  specifically.  For 
this  reason,  the  information  on  visitor  spending  was  included  to  provide  a 
context  for  readers  about  the  potential  economic  contribution  of  recreation 
to  the  area  but  was  not  used  to  develop  detailed  economic  impact  esti¬ 
mates.  The  study  by  Ashley  refers  specifically  to  the  Steens  Mountain  area 
and  is  no  longer  cited  in  the  RMR 

Opinions  or  Preference: 

Comment:  Support  Alternative  D 
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No.  I  S 

585  2  2  Comment:  The  Burns  Paiute  Tribe  encourages  the  BLM  to  record  cultural 

plant  distribution  during  project  surveys. 

Response:  As  a  matter  of  current  practice,  BLM  botanists  make  thorough 
plant  lists  that  include  cultural  plants  during  project  surveys. 

586  2  2  Comment:  Alternative  C  shows  little  or  no  Native  American  recognition. 

Response:  Chapter  1,  page  17  in  the  draft  explains  the  coordination  with 
the  Tribes.  This  is  the  same  across  all  alternatives. 


587  1  1  Comment:  Number  of  cultural  sites  is  in  error. 

Response:  The  number  of  cultural  sites  enumerated  in  Table  2-40  is  a 
cumulative  total  of  all  known  sites  in  each  resource  area.  Because  these 
areas  have  not  been  completely  inventoried  and  no  Native  American 
subsistence  areas  have  been  reported  to  BLM,  the  total  number  of  cultural 
sites  is  undetermined  at  this  time. 


588  1  1  Comment:  Do  not  mix  permanent  sites  with  temporary  sites. 

Response:  Significant  sites  are  given  higher  priority  than  sites  determined 
ineligible  for  nomination  to  the  National  Register  of  Historic  Places 
(NRHP).  They  are  monitored,  patrolled,  and  protected  to  the  extent 
possible.  However,  because  the  entire  range  of  archaeological  site  types  is 
required  to  represent  a  full  spectrum  of  prehistoric  activities,  a  number  of 
less  significant  sites  are  preserved. 

589  1  1  Comment:  Page  1-17:  “Malheur  Reservation  was  largely  abandoned  by 

the  Northern  Paiutes  in  1878  during  hostilities”  is  not  correct  and  serves  no 
purpose  in  this  document. 

Reasons: 

implies  that  the  Northern  Paiute  left  on  their  own  choice,  which  was 
not  the  case. 

Response:  The  sentence  was  amended  to  read:  “The  Northern  Paiute 
people  were  forced  off  the  Malheur  Reservation  in  1878  because  of  their 
participation  in  the  Bannock  War.” 


590  1  1  Comment:  Page  2-80:  regarding  “No  American  Indian  subsistence  areas 

have  been  identified”:  reword  sentence. 

Response:  BLM  is  in  active  communication  with  tribal  representatives 
concerning  subsistence  areas.  To  date,  no  locations  within  the  planning 
area  have  been  reported. 


591  1  1  Comment:  The  Burns  Paiute  Tribe  is  in  support  of  the  Castle  Rock  ACEC 

nomination. 

Response:  The  Castle  Rock  ACEC  is  designated  under  the  Proposed  RMP. 
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592  1  1  Comment:  The  Burns  Paiute  Tribe  encourages  closure  of  Castle  Rock  to 

mineral  development. 

Response:  In  the  PSEORMP/FEIS  Proposed  RMP  alternative,  3,280  acres 
of  the  14,599-acre  Castle  Rock  ACEC  would  be  withdrawn  from  locatable 
mineral  entry  and  closed  to  salable  mineral  activity.  The  entire  Castle 
Rock  ACEC  would  be  subject  to  NSO  stipulations  for  leasable  minerals. 
Also,  refer  to  Comments  Regarding  Andrews  Resource  Area  on  page  1. 

593  1  1  Comment:  Cultural  Resources  are  not  specifically  considered  in  the  VRM 

section. 

Response:  Visual  setting  is  considered  when  management  actions  are 
proposed  within  or  near  a  NRHP  eligible  site.  It  is  a  component  of  site 
integrity  and  evaluated  and  mitigated  under  the  “National  Historic  Preser¬ 
vation  Act"  (NHPA)  as  amended.  Visual  setting  is  considered  for  cultural 
resources. 

594  1  1  Comment:  The  visual  impact  to  cultural  resources  should  be  considered 

during  management  actions. 

Response:  Visual  impacts  to  significant  cultural  resources  are  considered 
when  assessing  proposed  management  actions.  It  is  component  of  site 
integrity  and  evaluated  and  mitigated  under  the  NHPA  as  amended. 

595  Comment:  Restore  impacted  cultural  plant  communities  in  the  plan. 

Response:  The  BLM  does  not  know  of  any  cultural  plant  communities  in 
need  of  restoration.  Also  see  comment  response  590. 

596  1  1  Comment:  Protect  cultural  resources  from  grazing  impacts  in  consultation 

with  SHPO  and  NHPA. 

Response:  The  BLM  does  protect  significant  and  nonsignificant  (NRHP 
eligible  and  ineligible)  cultural  resources  from  grazing  impacts  in  consulta¬ 
tion  with  SHPO  and  consonant  with  the  NHPA  as  amended. 

597  1  1  Comment:  ODFW  requests  additional  clarification  language  stating  that 

legal  hunting  and  fishing  activities  are  allowed. 

Response:  The  plan  presumes  that  Native  American  traditional  use 
activities  on  public  land  would  be  practiced  within  applicable  state  and 
Federal  laws.  This  plan  deals  only  with  management  of  wildlife  habitat. 

598  1  1  Comment:  The  SEORAC  feels  that  communication  with  the  tribes  could 

be  improved — a  process  for  improving  communication  with  tribal  entities 
could  be  delineated  in  the  plan. 

Response:  Vale  District  is  presently  writing  a  memorandum  of  under¬ 
standing  (MOU)  with  the  Burns  Paiute  Tribe.  The  MOU  is  intended  to 
provide  structure  to  the  consultation  process  with  the  expressed  purpose  of 
improving  communication. 

Opinion  or  Preference 

1  1  Support  Alternative  D. 

1  1  Commend  BLM  for  restoring  requirements  for  clearances  for  fence 

construction. 
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1  1  Support  Objective  3,  Alternative  B 

LETTER  NUMBER:  030,  157,  180,  182,  218,  227,  238,  241 

Land  and  Realty 


No.  I  S 

599  3  8 

Comment:  BLM  should  acquire  private  land  within  Zone  1 . 

Response:  Regarding  land  exchanges/acquisitions — under  the  Proposed 
RMP  alternative,  BLM  would  maintain  its  land  exchange  options  within 
Zone  1,  2  and  3  areas.  When  opportunities  arise  to  acquire  lands  of  high 
and  public  resource  values,  and  such  acquisition  is  determined  to  be  in  the 
public  interest  and  meets  the  requirements  of  NEPA,  it  is  necessary  that 
BLM  have  the  latitude  of  offering  lands  with  lesser  public  resource  values, 
regardless  of  which  land  tenure  zone  is  affected.  The  laws  and  regulations 
are  in  no  way  affected  or  diminished  by  this  RMP.  Potential  acquisitions 
and  land  exchanges  are  governed  by  the  availability  of  funds  from  Con¬ 
gress  and  the  priorities  established  at  the  state  and  national  BLM  levels. 

600  2  8 

Comment:  Public  land  within  Zones  1  and  2  should  be  retained. 

Response:  Current  policy  is  to  identify  public  lands  with  high  resource 
values  and  recommend  them  for  inclusion  in  SMA’s  such  as  ACEC’s, 
NWSR  designation,  critical  wildlife  habitat  areas,  wild  horse  herd  areas, 
critical  fish  habitat  areas,  and  threatened  and  endangered  species  areas. 
Long-term  retention  of  public  lands  in  these  SMA’s  is  required  by  law. 

Most  of  the  lands  identified  in  Zone  1  and  2  exhibit  public  value  resources, 
but  not  the  caliber  of  resources  which  would  qualify  them  for  inclusion  in 
SMA’s.  For  these  types  of  lands,  under  the  Proposal  RMP  alternative  BLM 
would  maintain  its  land  exchange  options  within  Zone  1,  2  and  3  areas. 
When  opportunities  arise  to  acquire  lands  of  high  and  public  resource 
values,  and  such  acquisition  is  determined  to  be  in  the  public  interest  and 
meets  the  requirements  of  NEPA,  it  is  necessary  that  BLM  have  the 
latitude  of  offering  lands  with  lessor  public  resource  values,  regardless  of 
which  land  tenure  zone  is  affected. 

In  order  to  clarify  the  use  of  terms  such  as  high  resource  values,  public 
resource  values  and  acquired  lands,  definitions  were  developed,  text 
footnoted,  and  the  term  definitions  were  placed  in  the  Glossary. 

601  2  3 

Comment:  BLM  should  not  restrict  or  control  access  to  private  land. 

Response:  BLM  policy  is  not  to  deny  access  to  private  lands.  Oregon 
State  laws  gives  landowners  the  right  to  access  their  private  lands. 

602  1  1 

Comment:  The  purpose  for  tenure  adjustment  needs  to  be  emphasized  in 
Alternative  C. 

Response:  To  clarify  the  preferred  methods  of  consolidation  of  landown- 
ership,  the  following  changes  to  consolidated  land  ownership  were  made: 
(1)  Appendix  L,  Land  Exchanges  section  added  the  following  sentence: 
“Land  exchange  is  the  preferred  method  for  consolidating  land  owner¬ 
ship.”;  and  (2)  Methods  of  Disposal  section  added:  “  .  .  .  include  the 
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following  in  order  of  priority.”  BLM  is  required  to  identify  such  well- 
blocked  public  land  with  public  resource  values  for  retention. 

603  1  1  Comment:  The  plan  must  be  changed  to  allow  land  exchanges  in  all  areas 

of  the  plan. 

Response:  See  comment  response  599  and  602. 

604  1  1  Comment:  Consolidation  of  land  with  high  profile  values  should  replace 

retain  in  all  of  the  alternatives. 

Response:  See  comment  response  602. 

605  1  1  Comment:  BLM  should  not  be  in  the  business  of  increasing  holdings  at 

the  expense  of  private  sector. 

Response:  See  comment  response  602. 

606  1  1  Comment:  We  are  opposed  to  substantial  net  loss  of  public  lands. 

Response:  Both  Harney  and  Malheur  Counties  have  gone  on  record  as 
preferring  that  there  be  no  net  loss  of  private  land  within  their  boundaries. 
BLM  is  in  agreement  with  this  position,  and  BLM  would  conduct  its 
activities  in  accordance  with  this  premise  to  the  extent  possible.  The 
potential  for  net  loss  of  public  lands  is  an  important  evaluation  criteria 
when  specific  land  exchanges,  sales,  or  acquisitions  are  proposed.  The 
SEORMP  establishes  land  tenure  zones  but  does  not  address  specific  land 
exchanges,  sales,  or  acquisitions. 

607  1  1  Comment:  Increase  the  legal  access  to  public  lands. 

Response:  Map  LAND-1  in  the  Draft  SEORMP/EIS  identifies  critical 
BLM  access  needs.  Although  these  access  needs  were  identified,  BLM 
still  has  to  negotiate  with  willing  private  land  owners  for  the  best  access 
routes  and  compensate  the  private  land  owners  for  any  easement  acquisi¬ 
tions.  Obtaining  access  would  depend  on  the  resource  values  involved  and 
public  needs. 

608  1  1  Comment:  Commentor  is  interested  in  specific  lands  to  purchase  or 

exchange. 

Response:  Specific  land  exchange  proposals  and  sales  should  be  submit¬ 
ted  to  the  District  Manager  in  writing.  The  SEORMP  is  not  the  appropriate 
forum  for  consideration  of  individual  exchange  and  sales  transactions. 

609  1  1  Comment:  Land  tenure  adjustments  seem  restricted  in  Steens  Mountain 

area. 

Response:  Refer  to  Comments  Regarding  Andrews  Resource  Area  on 
page  1. 


Comment:  Pursue  land  acquisition  of  private  inholdings  on  Steens 
Mountain  and  roadless  areas. 

Response:  Refer  to  Comments  Regarding  Andrews  Resource  Area  on 
page  1. 

Opinion  or  Preference 
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Comment  Responses  and  Reprinted  Letters 
1  1  Support  Alternative  D  for  Lands  and  Realty. 

1  1  We  agree  with  ownership  consolidation  as  long  as  land  values,  total  private 

ownership,  and  farming  is  protected. 

1  1  A  clean-up  program  should  be  started  on  public  lands  to  remove  fences, 

culverts,  close  roads,  etc. 

LETTER  NUMBER:  001,  036,  100,  107,  180,  218,  232,  237,  239,  240,  241,  247 


Specific  Sites 

Some  specific  sites  are  also  addressed  under  other  sections. 

No.  I  S 

611  16  19  Comment:  Steens  Mountains  should  be  allowed  to  recover  from  grazing. 

Response:  Refer  to  Comments  Regarding  Andrews  Resource  Area  on 
page  1. 

612  12  13  Comment:  Alvord  Desert  should  receive  increased  protection/national 

designation. 

Reasons: 

because  of  unique  geology  and  rare  plants  and  animals. 

Response:  Refer  to  Comments  Regarding  Andrews  Resource  Area  on 
page  1. 


613  18  18  Comment:  Donner  und  Blitzen  is  of  special  interest  and  needs  further 

protection  from  livestock. 

Response:  Refer  to  Comments  Regarding  Andrews  Resource  Area  on 
page  1. 

614  7  7  Comment:  Blitzen:  Reduce  grazing. 

Response:  Refer  to  Comments  Regarding  Andrews  Resource  Area  on 
page  1. 


615  7  7  Comment:  Protect  the  Owyhee  River  (general  protection  statement). 

Response:  Under  all  alternatives,  significant  values  associated  with  the 
Owyhee  River  corridor  are  provided  some  level  of  protective  management. 
Examples  include  management  prescriptions  under  ACEC  designation  and 
existing  provisions  of  the  river  management  plan  for  its  three  congression- 
ally  designated  NWSR’s.  As  a  suitable  study  river  for  potential  inclusion 
in  the  NWSRS,  the  river  below  Owyhee  Dam  would  be  managed  to 
comply  with  established  IMPLWR  until  Congress  acts  on  BLM’s  NWSR 
recommendation.  Additionally,  where  the  river  corridor  is  within  existing 
WSA’s,  it  is  administered  in  accordance  and  compliance  with  the  protec¬ 
tive  measures  of  the  IMPLWR.  Other  resource  management  objectives 
would  be  met  through  the  adaptive  management  process. 


616  6  6  Comment:  The  Owyhee  River  system  is  of  special  interest  and  needs 

further  protection  from  livestock. 

Response:  The  existing  river  management  plan  addresses  livestock  use  of 
the  three  NWSR’s,  and  has  been  further  addressed  through  recent  judicial 
litigation  regarding  protection  of  ORV's  from  livestock  use  impacts  within 
the  plan’s  identified  “areas  of  concern.”  The  PSEORMP/FEIS  Wild  and 
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Scenic  Rivers  section  of  Chapters  2,  3,  and  4  have  been  edited  to  reflect  the 
recent  litigation. 


Under  the  Proposed  RMP  and  other  alternatives,  livestock  use  of  public 
lands  along  the  river  located  below  Owyhee  Dam  would  be  limited  to  be 
consistent  with  protection  of  both  the  ORV’s  associated  with  this  adminis¬ 
tratively  suitable  study  river  for  potential  inclusion  in  the  NWSRS,  and  the 
important  and  relevant  values  of  the  ACEC.  Presently,  livestock  use  in  the 
corridor  is  limited  to  seasonal  trailing. 

617  5  5  Comment:  Steens  Mountain  is  important  and  needs  increased  protection/ 

national  designation. 

Response:  Refer  to  Comments  Regarding  Andrews  Resource  Area  on 
page  1. 

618  4  12  Comment:  The  Owyhee  Canyonlands  is  a  national-class  area  and  needs 

increased  protection/and  or  national  designation. 

Response:  It  is  not  possible  to  interpret  the  bounds  of  the  commentor’s 
envisioned  "Owyhee  Canyonlands.”  Management  prescriptions  under  the 
Proposed  RMP  and  other  alternatives  address  protective  management 
measures  and  congressional  designation  for  extensive  public  lands  associ¬ 
ated  with  and  abutting  the  Owyhee  River's  entire  length  through  the 
planning  area.  Examples  include  management  prescriptions  under  ACEC 
designation,  existing  and  administratively  suitable  NWSR's  status,  and 
OHV  use  restrictions  within  and  outside  of  such  SMA’s.  Further,  the 
IMPLWR  for  existing  administratively  designated  WSA’s  of  the  area 
requires  highly  protective  management  of  wilderness  values.  Any  public 
lands  congressionally  designated  as  wilderness  would  be  managed  in 
accordance  with  the  “National  Wilderness  Act”  of  1964.  The  proposed 
SRMA's  associated  with  the  area  would  be  managed  to  balance  appropriate 
recreation  use  opportunities  while  providing  protection  of  important 
resource  values. 


619  1  2  Comment:  Owyhee  Below  the  Dam  and  Birch  Creek  Ranch:  Do  not 

develop,  except  for  parking. 

Response:  Any  development  would  need  to  be  in  accordance  with  BLM's 
interim  management  guidelines  for  administratively  suitable  rivers  and 
allow  for  protection  of  known  ORV’s  and  relevant  and  important  ACEC 
values.  For  Birch  Creek  Ranch,  refer  to  the  PSEORMP/FEIS  Proposed 
RMP  alternative  under  both  the  Recreation  and  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers 
sections  of  Chapter  3  and  to  Appendix  U  (Potential  Recreation  Sites, 

Trails,  and  Improvements  of  Existing  Sites).  For  Owyhee  Below  the  Dam, 
see  comment  response  431  and  432. 

620  1  2  Comment:  The  Steens  Mountain  North  Loop  Road  should  not  be  closed 

to  landowners  during  the  winter  months. 

Response:  Refer  to  Comments  Regarding  Andrews  Resource  Area  on 
page  1. 

621  1  1  Comment:  Complete  Lauserica  and  Stephens  fences  as  soon  as  possible. 

Response:  Refer  to  Comments  Regarding  Andrews  Resource  Area  on 
page  1. 
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622  1  1  Comment:  Lauserica  fence  was  covered  as  an  EA;  remove  from  Appen¬ 

dix. 

Response:  Refer  to  Comments  Regarding  Andrews  Resource  Area  on 
page  1. 

623  1  1  Comment:  Trout  Creek  and  Oregon  Canyon  Mountain:  Mud  Springs, 

Twin  Peaks,  and  Wood  roads  should  remain  open. 

Response:  These  roads  are  associated  with  the  Trout  Creek  group  of 
WSA’s,  with  decisions  relating  to  them  addressed  in  previous  BLM 
planning  documents  associated  with  BLM's  wilderness  review  program 
(1989  OWFEIS  and  1991  “Wilderness  Study  Report'’).  Thus,  reflective  of 
Chapter  2  regarding  WSA’s,  these  roads  are  beyond  the  scope  of  this  plan, 
since  they  were  addressed  in  these  planning  documents,  and  presently  their 
subsequent  decisions  and  recommendations  await  congressional  action 
regarding  wilderness  designation. 

624  1  1  Comment:  Pueblo  Mountains:  Arizona  Creek  road  should  remain  open. 

Response:  Refer  to  Comments  Regarding  Andrews  Resource  Area  on 
page  1. 

625  1  1  Comment:  This  document  does  not  support  the  need  for  another  special 

designation  for  the  Steens  Mountain  area. 

Response:  Refer  to  Comments  Regarding  Andrews  Resource  Area  on 
page  1. 

626  1  1  Comment:  Mahogany  Mountain  and  Spring  Mountain  Allotments  are 

suitable  for  livestock  use. 

Response:  Mahogany  Mountain  (10509)  and  Spring  Mountain  (10504) 
Allotments  remain  allocated  for  livestock  grazing  in  the  Proposed  RMP 
Details  of  current  management  of  these  allotments,  as  all  allotments  in  the 
planning  area,  can  be  found  in  Appendix  E  (Allotment  Summaries). 

627  1  1  Comment:  Object  to  elk  objective  of  1,000  and  the  mule  deer  and 

pronghorn  objectives,  in  the  High  Desert  Hunter  Unit. 

Response:  Big  game  management  objectives  are  set  by  the  State  of 
Oregon  under  the  planning  criteria  and  public  involvement  process  they 
deem  appropriate.  BLM  references  to  state  management  objectives  were 
included  in  the  draft  and  final  plans  to  show  the  public  general  population 
trends  and  areas  of  occupancy  within  grazing  allotments. 

628  1  1  Comment:  Alpine  habitats  are  of  special  importance  and  fragile  and  need 

extra  consideration. 

Response:  Refer  to  Comments  Regarding  Andrews  Resource  Area  on 
page  1. 

629  1  1  Comment:  Volcanic  ashbed  habitats  should  be  withdrawn  from  mineral 

entry. 

Response:  Protective  withdrawals  would  only  be  pursued  where  it  was 
evident  that  there  was  no  other  way  to  protect  the  habitat,  and  only  if  the 
withdrawal  could  be  clearly  justified  in  the  national  interest. 
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630 


630a 


631 


632 


633 


634 


635 


636 


637 


Comment:  Do  not  change  status  of  Owyhee  Below  the  Dam. 

Response:  While  there  are  presently  some  measures  which  assist  in 
providing  management  of  some  of  the  significant  natural  values  along  the 
river  below  the  dam,  projected  recreational  use  demands  on  the  area  and 
activities  and  expressed  interest  to  conduct  extractive  consumptive  uses 
which  can  adversely  effect  such  values  have  focused  the  need  to  address 
conflicting  uses  of  the  area.  Management  actions  under  the  Proposed  RMP 
and  most  alternatives  are  designed  to  retain  the  area’s  significant  values. 
Such  actions,  overall,  would  result  in  maintaining  the  river’s  existing 
landscape  setting. 


Comment:  Highly  erodible  soils  should  be  identified  specifically. 
Response:  See  comment  response  286  and  272. 

Comment:  Object  to  increasing  shrubs  on  Mahogany  Mountain  and 
Spring  Mountain  Allotments. 

Response:  See  comment  response  187,  190,  and  1 16. 

Comment:  Riddle  Creek  is  not  part  of  Harney-Malheur  Lake  drainage. 

Response:  Refer  to  Comments  Regarding  Andrews  Resource  Area  on 
page  1. 

Comment:  Riparian  condition  and  trend  for  Riddle  Creek  is  outdated. 

Response:  Refer  to  Comments  Regarding  Andrews  Resource  Area  on 
page  1. 

Comment:  Many  range  improvements  in  the  Keeney  Pass  segment  of  the 
Oregon  Trail  probably  preclude  it  from  qualifying  as  a  SMA. 

Response:  The  presence  of  developments  does  not  necessarily  preclude 
public  land  tracts  from  being  considered  a  SMA.  The  historic  Oregon  Trail 
route  that  passes  through  this  corridor  is  already  recognized  as  a  SMA, 
since  it  is  a  component  of  the  national  historic  trail  system,  and  the  Keeney 
Pass  segment  of  the  trail  is  listed  on  the  NRHP  The  corridor  has  qualify¬ 
ing  important  and  relevent  values  associated  with  the  trail  and  a  special 
status  plant  species  tor  ACEC  designation  consideration.  Refer  to  Chapter 
o.  ACEC/RNAs  tor  additional  information.  Also  see  comment  response 
549  and  555. 


Comment:  Remove  the  Alvord  Hot  Spring  from  the  Steens  Mountain 
Recreation  Lands  to  help  eliminate  confusion  between  public  and  private 
lands. 

Response:  Refer  to  Comments  Regarding  Andrews  Resource  Area  on 
page  1. 

Comment:  Removing  grazing  from  Deary  Pasture  removes  water  source 
from  Jackies  Butte  Allotment;  another  water  source  is  needed. 

Response:  See  comment  response  518. 


Comment:  Map  L\  ST-1J:  Rome  North  is  listed  as  a  livestock  exclusion 
area;  it  is  needed  for  Jackie’s  Butte  permittee. 

Response:  See  comment  response  638. 


Comment  Responses  and  Reprinted  Letters 


638  1  1  Comment:  Rewrite  plan  to  accommodate  the  livestock  users  in  Deary 

Pasture  and  Rome  North. 

Response:  See  comment  response  to  519  about  the  Deary  Pasture  closure. 
The  Rome  North  Pasture  of  the  Jackies  Butte  Summer  Allotment  is 
excluded  from  livestock  grazing.  This  decision  is  carried  forth  from  the 
“Southern  Malheur  Management  Framework  Plan”  (1983)  and  the 
“Southern  Malheur  Rangeland  Program  Summary”  ( 1 984)  because  the 
pasture  is  unfenced  and  interspersed  with  various  land  ownership.  Live¬ 
stock  exclusion  is  defined  as — no  scheduled  livestock  grazing.  However, 
uses  of  the  public  land  including  livestock  grazing  may  be  authorized  as  a 
result  of  adaptive  management.  Also  see  comment  response  518. 

639  1  1  Comment:  Jackie’s  Butte  permittees  want  to  see  range  development 

provisions  in  the  plan  for  their  allotment. 

Reasons: 

plan  needs  to  allow  fence  building  to  meet  objectives. 

Response:  Rangeland  projects  and  improvements  (such  as  water  develop¬ 
ment  and/or  fencing)  on  the  Jackies  Butte  Summer  Allotment  may  be 
proposed  and  completed  as  a  portion  of  adaptive  management  and  GMA 
evaluation  to  help  reduce  resource  management  conflicts  and  to  achieve 
multiple-use  management  objectives. 

640  1  1  Comment:  Flooding  of  the  Owyhee  River  at  Deary  Pasture  is  responsible 

for  streambank  damage  and  prohibits  healthy  development  of  riparian 
areas.  Livestock  grazing  is  not  responsible  for  this.  Their  removal  would 
not  improve  these  areas. 

Response:  Although  floods  play  a  natural  process  of  altering  floodplains 
and  riparian  areas,  the  riparian  areas  along  the  Deary  Pasture  have  also 
been  influenced  by  livestock  grazing.  Results  from  the  assessment  of  PFC 
for  the  Owyhee  River  in  the  summer  of  1998  indicate  that  much  of  the 
existing  woody  riparian  vegetation  (such  as  willows)  in  the  pasture  were  2 
to  3  years  of  growth  behind  many  other  riparian  sites  above  and  below  the 
Deary  Pasture.  This  observation  is  based  on  new  woody  riparian  establish¬ 
ment  in  areas  scoured  by  the  large  flood  occurring  in  early  1993.  New 
growth  of  woody  riparian  species  in  areas  above  and  below  the  Deary 
Pasture  were  approximated  5  years  of  age  whereas  in  contrast,  the  normal 
woody  growth  in  the  Deary  Pasture  was  approximately  3  years  of  age. 
Authorized  livestock  use  occurred  in  the  Deary  Pasture  during  1994  and 
1995.  Also  see  comment  response  518. 

641  1  1  Comment:  Map  LVST-1J  is  in  error — cattle  are  on  west  side  of  Cow 

Creek  below  Cow  Lakes;  remove  Skinner  Ranches  private  lands  from 
shaded  area  on  map. 

Response:  JRA  range  staff  worked  with  affected  livestock  operators  to 
more  accurately  define  allotment  boundaries  of  West  Cow  Creek  Allotment 
(20902)  between  the  draft  and  final  documents. 

642  1  1  Comment:  Appendix  E:  Antelope  Allotment  21002:  season  of  use  should 

be  4/01  to  12/31. 

Response:  The  revised  “Antelope  Allotment  Management  Plan”  (21002) 
was  not  signed  by  all  permittees  authorized  to  graze  livestock  in  this 
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community  allotment;  thus,  the  authorized  season  us  use  remains  4/1  to  9/ 
30. 

643  1  1 

Comment:  Arock  Allotment  has  no  riparian  areas;  terrain  prevents  cattle 
from  grazing  the  river. 

Response:  The  allotment  boundary  for  the  Arock  Allotment  in  the  draft 
was  along  the  Owyhee  River.  That  boundary  has  been  adjusted  to  canyon 
rims  and  existing  fences  which  preclude  livestock  from  accessing  to  the 
river.  These  adjusted  boundaries  and  any  existing  boundaries  located 
above  the  river  are  corrected  and  portrayed  on  Map  LVST-1J  for  the 
Proposed  RMP.  The  areas  between  the  adjusted  allotment  boundaries  and 
the  river  would  not  be  allocated  for  livestock  grazing  use. 

644  1  1 

Comment:  Overlapping  plans  on  Steens  Mountain  are  confusing  and 
vague. 

Response:  Refer  to  Comments  Regarding  Andrews  Resource  Area  on 
page  1. 

645  2  2 

Comment:  Leslie  Gulch  should  be  allowed  to  recover  from  srazins 

Response:  Livestock  grazing  was  removed  from  most  of  Leslie  Gulch 
ACEC  as  a  result  of  the  1995  “Final  Leslie  Gulch  ACEC  Management 

Plan — Summary  of  Management  Actions,”  thus  grazing  would  not  occur  in 
most  of  Leslie  Gulch  ACEC  as  a  result  of  implementation  of  this  plan. 

646  1  1 

Comment:  Appendix  E.  page  278,  states  plans  to  manage  for  native  fish 
habitat  in  the  Krumbo  Allotment.  There  are  no  fish  in  this  allotment. 

Response:  Refer  to  Comments  Regarding  Andrews  Resource  Area  on 
page  1. 

647  1  1 

Comment:  Various  alternatives  along  the  Oregon  Trail  are  Visual  Re¬ 
source  Management  (VRM)  Class  II  or  II/III;  these  should  not  be  desig¬ 
nated  because  of  existing  improvements. 

Response:  Existing  and  future  limitation  considerations  of  cultural 
modifications  associated  with  the  National  Historic  Oregon  Trail  corridor 
were  factors  considered  when  determining  the  VRM  classes  associated 
with  this  nationally-significant  cultural  resource.  VRM  Classes  II  and  III 
support  both  opportunities  to  mitigate  the  extent  of  some  existing  undesir¬ 
able  visual  impacts  and  to  allow  for  possible  future  proposed  management 
actions  so  long  as  those  actions  satisfy  the  SEORMP's  management 
objectives  which  affect  the  trail  and  its  landscape  setting. 

Opinion  or  Preference 


1  1 

Bureau  of  Reclamation  wants  permission  to  develop  a  parking  lot  up 

Cherry  Creek. 

1  1 

1  1 

3  3 

2  2 

2  2 

Reduce  grazing  on  Malheur  Refuge. 

Reduce  grazing  on  Fields. 

Endorse  overlook  interpretive  center  at  P  Hill. 

Trout  Creeks  are  of  special  interest  and  are  being  damaged  by  livestock. 
Hart  Mountain  is  of  special  interest. 
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1  1 

1  1 

Pleased  about  grazing  programs  in  Trout  Creek  Mountains,  Oregon 

Canyon  Mountains,  Pueblo  Mountains,  and  “Roaring  Springs  Ranch 
Conservation  Agreement.” 

Pueblo  Mountains  are  of  special  interest. 

1  1 

Concerned  about  past  and  present  damage  to  desert  lands. 

1  1 

Support  adaptive  management  consistent  with  S&G's  for  Donner  und 
Blitzen  and  Riddle  Brothers  Ranch. 

LETTER  NUMBERS  (Numbers  in  bold  are  much  more  detailed  information):  001,  002,  003,  006,  009,  020, 
021,  033,  034,  044,  063,  064,  065,  066,  067,  071,  075,  079,  080,  081,082,  083,  084,  085,  086,  089,  092,  097, 
102,  106,  107,  109,  112,  113,  114,  116,  119,  121,  124,  165,  166,  167,  205,  217,  232,  256,  257,  260,  261,  264 

Other  Comments 


No.  I  S 

648  2  2 

Comment:  Not  enough  time  to  review  and  comment. 

Response:  The  Draft  SEORMP  was  available  to  the  public  for  120  days. 
This  amount  of  time  exceeds  that  required  by  the  CEQ  regulations. 

649  2  2 

Comment:  Not  enough  meetings  in  westside  urban  centers. 

Response:  Meetings  were  held  at  various  locations  on  the  east  side  of  the 
State  and  in  Portland.  A  meeting  held  in  Bend,  Oregon,  only  drew  one 
participant. 

650  2  2 

Comment:  The  plan  pays  inadequate  attention  to  weeds. 

Response:  The  plan  includes  an  objective  to  “  Control  the  introduction 
and  proliferation  of  noxious  weed  species  and  reduce  the  extent  and 
density  of  established  weed  species  to  within  acceptable  limits.”  Noxious 
weed  control  remains  a  priority  for  the  BLM  in  coordination  with  private, 
county,  and  State  and  other  Federal  agencies. 

651  1  6 

Comment:  The  plan  fails  to  reveal  the  extent  of  degradation  of  soils  in  the 
planning  area. 

Response:  Soils  information  is  limited  as  to  what  types  of  soils  there  are 
and  what  their  “normal  function”  might  have  been.  Further  soil  impact 
assessments  would  be  conducted  during  the  evaluation  of  GMA’s  by 
addressing  soil  health  in  terms  of  compaction  (physical  crusting),  erosion, 
and  loss  of  production  as  well  as  identifying  some  of  the  causes  of  current 
soil  conditions.  Specific  soil  conditions  would  be  identified  through 
evaluations  of  GMA’s  conducted  on  a  priority  basis.  An  Order  III  soil 
survey  is  proposed  for  Vale  District,  Malheur  County,  scheduled  for  2002. 

652  1  6 

Comment:  The  plan  must  show  how  far  current  soil  conditions  deviate 
from  potential  natural  condition. 

Response:  See  comment  response  654. 

653  1  6 

Comment:  The  plan  must  provide  monitoring  data  to  support  the  conten¬ 
tion  that  soils  are  improving. 

Response:  See  comment  response  654. 

654  1  6 

Comment:  The  plan  basically  ignores  microbiotic  crusts;  should  address 
importance,  status,  and  causes  for  degradation. 
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Response:  The  section  containing  microbiotic  crusts  in  Chapter  2  has 
been  rewritten  to  incorporate  comments  received  on  this  subject.  Microbi¬ 
otic  crusts  location  and  distribution  would  be  identified  to  the  extent 
possible  during  the  proposed  Order  III  soil  survey  and  ESI  for  Vale 
District.  Malheur  County,  scheduled  for  2002.  Information  on  microbiotic 
crusts  acquired  from  proposed  soil  surveys  for  Malheur  County  and  from 
pertinent  existing  studies  would  be  used  during  the  evaluation  of  GMA’s. 

1  6  Comment:  The  costs  and  benefits  of  the  different  alternatives  have  not 

been  analyzed. 

Response:  Cost-benefit  analysis  is  not  required  as  part  of  NEPA  analysis. 
40  CFR  1502.23  specifically  discusses  cost-benefit  analysis  and  states,  “  .  . 
.  the  weighing  of  the  merits  and  drawbacks  of  the  various  alternatives  need 
not  be  displayed  in  a  monetary  cost-benefit  analysis  and  should  not  be 
when  there  are  important  qualitative  considerations.”  This  plan  strives  to 
display  and  discuss  various  outcomes  associated  with  the  alternatives. 

Both  quantitative  and  qualitative  measures  are  used.  A  comprehensive 
totaling  of  costs  and  benefits  was  determined  to  be  inappropriate  because 
many  of  the  outcomes  can  be  both  a  cost  or  benefit  depending  on  the 
perspective  of  the  reader. 


6  Comment:  The  number  of  jobs  created  by  different  uses  of  the  land  must 
be  presented. 

Response:  This  plan  strives  to  discuss  job  impacts  where  data  are  avail¬ 
able,  generally  for  commodity  uses.  It  is  difficult  to  predict  how  jobs 
would  be  generated  by  noncommodity  uses.  These  impacts  are  discussed 
using  more  qualitative  measures.  Thus  a  comparison  of  employment 
impacts  from  commodity  versus  noncommodity  uses  cannot  be  made. 


657 


658  1 


659  1 


Comment:  We  suggest  a  clear  definition  of  “ecosystem-based  manage¬ 
ment”  be  included  in  the  document. 

Response:  A  definition  has  been  added  to  the  Glossary. 

Comment:  The  document  should  clarify  how  BLM  will  incorporate  local 
citizens  and  government  into  ecosystem-based  management. 

Response:  Comments  were  considered  and  some  changes  were  made  in  the 
Proposed  RMP.  Annual  planning  updates,  which  typically  request  input, 
will  keep  the  public  informed  of  the  implementation  process. 

Comment:  The  plan  should  give  further  attention  to  increased  roads  and 
costs. 

Response:  The  plan  does  not  propose  additional  road  development.  Refer 
to  the  Road  Design  and  Maintenance  section  of  Appendix  O  (Best  Manage¬ 
ment  Practices).  Access  management  would  be  further  addressed  in 
transportation  management  plans  developed  for  each  resource  area. 


Comment:  Page  377,  paragraph  4:  All  livestock  watering  troughs  should 
have  wildlife  safety  ramps. 

Response:  Safety  ramps  for  wildlife  would  be  added  to  new  developments 
and  projects  that  require  reconstruction.  This  was  added  to  PSEORMP/ 
FEIS  Appendix  S  (Standard  Implementation  Features  and  Procedures  for 
Rangeland  Improvements). 
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Comment:  BLM  has  failed  to  adequately  address  military  overflights  in 
the  plan  on  natural  and  human  environment. 

Response:  See  comment  response  49. 

Comment:  Appendix  O,  BMP’s:  Surface  disturbance  activities  1-3 
should  be  eliminated. 

Response:  BMP’s  1-3  in  Surface-Disturbing  Activities  section  deals  with 
landscape  alterations  from  soil  disturbing  activities  and  are  considered 
appropriate  for  protection  of  all  resources  within  the  watershed,  including 
visual. 


Comment:  Appendix  O,  BMP’s:  Forest  Management  1  should  be 
eliminated. 

Response:  BMP’s  1  and  2  in  Forest  Management  sections  deal  with 
landscape  alterations  from  soil  disturbing  activities  and  are  considered 
appropriate  for  protection  of  all  resources,  including  visual,  within  the 
watershed. 


Comment:  Fire  suppression:  BMP  number  2  should  be  modified  to 
permit  use  of  nonnatives. 

Response:  Nonnative  species  can  be  used  to  rehabilitate  firelines  in  low 
precipitation  areas  and  in  areas  where  substantial  competition  from  annual 
vegetation  is  expected.  The  use  of  native  plant  species  is  preferred  for  all 
rehabilitation  efforts  where  their  use  is  expected  to  result  in  a  successful 
seeding. 


Comment:  Not  enough  representation  of  tourists  who  live  outside  the 
planning  area. 

Response:  See  comment  response  41. 

Comment:  BLM  should  promote  public  education  and  outreach  regarding 
the  plan. 

Response:  See  comment  response  41. 


Comment:  Local  planning  discussion  should  be  expanded  to  include 
zoning,  policies,  and  goal  requirement. 

Response:  The  State  Land  Conservation  and  Development  Commission 
(LCDC)  (see  Appendix  B)  and  county  comprehensive  land  use  plans  were 
reviewed  and  no  inconsistencies  were  found.  BLM  met  several  times  with 
the  Malheur  and  Harney  County  courts  and  requested  input  from  the 
county  during  this  process.  Also,  copies  of  the  Draft  SEORMP/EIS  were 
sent  to  other  Federal,  State,  and  county  agencies  and  Indian  Tribes  for 
input  and  to  identify  inconsistencies.  The  reference  to  “zoned  exclusive 
farm  use”  statement  in  the  Draft  SEORMP/EIS  was  not  indicating  that  was 
the  only  thing  reviewed.  See  Appendix  B,  Table  B-l ,  3,  for  proper  context. 

Opinion  or  Preference 

The  goal  of  the  plan  is  to  eliminate  access  to  nongovernment  persons. 
Grazing  should  not  occur  in  areas  that  are  still  relatively  weed  free. 

Federal  government  has  no  constitutional  right  to  own  or  manage  land. 
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Reprinted  Letters 

The  following  letters  were  received  during  the  120-day  Draft  SEORMP/EIS  comment  period.  A  letter  number 
preceded  by  the  letter  “L”  appears  at  the  upper  left  comer  on  the  first  page  of  each  letter.  Some  letters  were  found 
to  be  duplicates  after  they  were  numbered;  hence  there  are  no  letters  numbered  L-164,  L-254,  L-255,  L-257,  L- 
259,  L-265,  and  L-269.  Some  letters  appear  to  be  unnumbered  on  the  first  page,  but  those  letters  were  written  by 
the  same  respondent  and  mailed  in  the  same  envelope  (and  were  considered  the  same  letter).  A  few  blank  spaces 
are  found  in  this  record  due  to  scanning  duplication;  these  are  noted  for  the  reader. 
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Southeastern  Oregon  Resource  Management  Plan 
Bureau  of  Land  Management  /  Vale  and  Bums  Districts 
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Comment  Response  Card  | 

Pleas*  take  a  Joe  minutes  to  provide  your  input 
concerning  the  information  discussed  in  this 
document  We  are  interested  in  your  ideas  and  look 
forward  to  hearing  from  you.  Please  print  dearly 
and  include  your  name  and  address  at  righL  Mail 
your  comments  by  March  1,  1999  to  one  of  the 
addresses  listed  below. 
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Gary  Cooper 

Glenn  Patterson 

BLM,  Vale  District  Office 

BLM,  Bums  District  Office 

100  Oregon  Street 

or 

UC  74-12533,  Hwy  20  West 

Vale,  Oregon  97918 

Hines,  Oregon  97738 

(541)  473-3144 

(541)  573-4400 
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Please  take  a  few  minutes  to  provide  your  input 
concerning  the  Information  discussed  in  this 
document  We  are  interested  in  you r  ideas  and  took 
forward  to  hearing  from  you.  Please  print  clearly 
™d  include  your  name  and  address  at  right  Mail 
your  comments  by  March  1,  1999  to  one  of  the 
addresses  listed  below. 
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Gary  Cooper 

Glenn  Patterson 

BLM.  Vale  District  Office 
100  Oregon  Street 
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MEMORANDUM 


To  Gary  Cooper,  Bureau  of  Land  Management 

From:  James  F  DevineS^X^- — - ^ 

Senior  Advisor  forSyence  Applications 

Subject  Review  of  Draft  Southeastern  Oregon  Resource  Management  Plan/Environmental 
Impact  Statement 


The  U.S  Geological  Survey  (USGS)  has  reviewed  the  subject  Draft  Southeastern  Oregon 
Resource  Management  Plan/Environmental  Impact  Statement  (DEIS)  and  offers  the  following 
comments  and  observations: 

GENERAL  COMMENTS: 

The  table  of  contents  and  body  of  the  report  are  not  properly  marked  with  section  numbers. 

Page  1-1:  Purpose  and  Need 

The  DEIS  does  not  adequately  address  ground-water  and  surface-water  conditions.  A 
comprehensive  framework  for  managing  the  public  lands  should  include  information  and 
investigations  on  water  resources.  Flood-hazard  mapping,  streamgaging  records,  and  other  data 
related  to  surface  hydrology  are  necessary  to  manage  lands  appropriately.  An  additional 
"Planning  Issue"  should  be  water  resources. 


This  DEIS  may  meet  some  objectives  of  a  management  plan,  but  does  not  meet  the  objectives  of 
a  DEIS.  There  are  no  data,  baseline  or  other,  to  evaluate  the  potential  environmental  impacts  of 
this  management  plan.  There  are  no  reference  articles,  reports,  or  other  scientific  material  to 
support  the  description  of  the  area,  analysis  of  impacts,  or  conclusions.  Adaptive  management  of 
the  area  is  the  crucial  goal  of  the  DEIS,  but  without  sufficient  baseline  data  and  monitoring 
design,  or  a  detailed  plan  of  the  data  sets  to  be  collected  and  monitoring  of  the  area,  it  will  be 
impossible  to  analyze  the  impacts  and  adapt  the  management  plan  to  achieve  the  stated 
objectives. 
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In  addition,  the  DEIS  contains  conflicting  statements,  management  practices,  and  analysis  of 
impacts.  The  first  management  objective  of  off-highway  vehicle  (OHV)  use  is  to  protect 
resource  values;  however,  there  is  no  management  practice  stated  in  the  DEIS  which  protects 
soils,  vegetation,  air  quality,  and  other  resource  values  from  OHV  use.  In  fact,  in  the  preferred 
alternative,  impact  from  OHV  use  will  increase.  It  is  stated  that  soil  degradation  is  a  long-term 
problem  in  semi-arid  regions,  and  yet  there  is  no  section  analyzing  the  environmental 
consequences  of  the  management  practices  to  soils.  The  objective  for  management  of  air 
resources  is  stated  to  be  “Prevention  of  Significant  Deterioration,"  and  yet  it  is  stated  in  the 
Environmental  Consequences  section  that  there  will  be  an  increase  of  dust  emissions  for  the 
resource  area.  Therefore,  it  is  unclear  what  the  resource  management  plan  for  these  lands 
actually  is. 

A  section  needs  to  be  added  describing  the  potential  geologic  hazards  in  the  area.  The  seismic 
hazards  include  the  probability  of  a  magnitude  6  earthquake  in  the  next  50  -  250  years.  This 
hazard  can  be  mitigated  by  using  the  appropriate  building  codes  for  this  magnitude  hazard  in  any 
future  construction.  The  geochemical  hazard  of  naturally  occurring  elevated  concentrations  of 
arsenic,  mercury,  selenium,  and  uranium/radon,  which  extends  throughout  the  area,  needs  to  be 
addressed  also. 

SPECIFIC  COMMENTS: 

Page  xiii;  Objectives,  Off-Highway  Vehicles 

The  resource  values  that  will  be  protected  need  to  be  listed  here. 

Page  2-3:  Geology 

The  USGS  updated  (1996)  quantitative  mineral  resource  assessment  of  the  Malheur,  Jordan,  and 
Andrews  Resource  Areas  should  be  on  file  at  district  offices  also.  The  entire  report  will  be 
available  in  1999,  not  1988. 

Page  2-3:  Groundwater 

It  is  stated  in  the  DEIS  that  studies  on  ground-water  conditions  are  not  available.  These  studies 
are  necessary  to  protect  the  resources  and  to  determine  any  trends  in  water-quality  in  the  areas  in 
Southeast  Oregon.  A  detailed  analysis  of  the  extent  of  aquifers  should  be  completed  to  protect 
them  from  contamination. 

Are  there  any  “hazardous  materials"  or  incidents  of  “ground-water/surface-water  contamination" 
identified  on  these  public  lands?  Maps  showing  these  areas,  as  well  as  the  location  of  important 
wells,  are  important  in  land  management  activities  and  are  lacking  in  the  DEIS. 

The  interaction  of  water  resources  is  not  properly  linked  to  issues  such  as,  riparian 
areas/wetlands;  forest  and  woodlands  management;  energy  and  minerals;  special  management 
areas;  fire  management;  recreation  management;  and  fish  and  wildlife.  It  is  important  to  link 
water  resources  with  the  other  issues  in  program  planning  activities. 


Page  2-8;  Gold,  Uranium,  and  Mercury 

The  USGS  reference  should  be  (USGS  1994,  1996),  which  includes  the  reference  assessment 
report  mentioned  above. 

The  1996  re-estimate  (a  medium  estimate)  of  the  uranium  reserves  is  340,000  metric  tons  of  ore 
at  0.12%  uranium  oxide. 

Page  3-10.  Table  3-1;  Air  Resources 

An  objective  and  management  directive  for  PM10  emissions  resulting  from  OHV,  cross-country 
vehicle,  extraction,  and  other  soil  disturbance  uses  in  the  resource  area  should  be  included  here 

Page  3-35.  Table  3-1;  Off-Highway  Vehicles 

Page  2-10  contains  assertions  stating  that  current  management  practices  which  include 
“...restricting  vehicles  to  roads  and  trails..."  have  mitigated  erosion,  and  on  page  2-67  it  says  that 
"Some  of  this  [cross-country  vehicle]  use  is. ..damaging  to. ..resource  values.”  More  information 
is  needed  to  show  how  “open  areas”  meet  the  off-highway  vehicle  management  objective. 

Page  H09;  Off-Highway  Vehicles 

Monitoring: 

Baseline  data  should  include  PM>0  monitoring  sites,  especially  in  areas  of  commercial, 
competitive,  and  other  organized  OHV  activities.  Soil  maps,  which  do  not  exist  for 
approximately  70%  of  the  resource  area  (page  2-10),  need  to  be  completed  as  part  of  the  baseline 
data.  Soil,  geologic,  and  vegetation  maps  to  establish  baseline  data  can  also  help  in  the  decision 
process  on  which  areas  are  most  (and  least)  vulnerable  to  surface  disturbance  by  cross-country 
vehicle  use.  Present  baseline  surface  disturbance  maps,  photographic  baseline  data,  compaction 
surveys,  erosion  vulnerability  maps,  and  vegetation  surveys  (including  areas  of  microbiotic 
crusts)  also  need  to  be  included. 

On  page  2-10,  it  is  stated  that  “Prevention  of  soil  degradation  is  far  more  cost-effective  and  time- 
effective  than  remediation...”  Here,  it  is  stated  that  “...sites  (will  be]  rehabilitated  as  necessary." 
A  cost  model  and  rehabilitation  plan  for  cross-country  land  use  would  be  helpful  in  this 
monitoring  section. 

Management  Common  to  All  Alternatives: 

In  order  to  meet  the  OHV  objectives,  public  land  could  be  designated  closed  to  OHV  use  unless 
signed  open. 


L-005 
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Page  4-3.  Analysis  of  Impacts;  Air  Resources 

Data  are  needed  to  support  the  conclusion  that  increased  dust  emissions  do  not  result  in 
deterioration  of  overall  air-quality  standards. 


Vk  SIERRA  CLUB 

Oregon  Chapter 


December  4,1998 


RECEIVED 

DEC  09  1998 

BURNS  DBTRtCl 


of  Impacts;  Air  Resources 


Data  are  needed  to  support  the  conclusion  that  no  long-term  cumulative  impacts  to  air  quality 
will  occur  under  all  of  the  alternatives. 


Gaty  Cooper 
NRS/P&E 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 
100  Oregon  Street 
Vale,  OR  97918 


Page  4-121.  Analysis  of  Impacts:  Off-Highwav  Vehicles 

We  assume  you  mean  that  less  restricted  use  w  ill  not  impact  resources.  If  you  do,  what  evidence 
supports  this  assertion.  Logic  leads  one  to  expect  greater  negative  effects  from  less  restricted 
use.  If  this  assumption  of  your  meaning  is  accurate,  data  is  needed  to  support  your  conclusion. 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  review  this  DEIS  for  scientific  and  technological  validity.  We 
hope  the  information  we  provided  will  improve  the  document  and  associated  decisions. 

Copy  to:  Director,  Office  of  Environmental  Policy  and  Compliance 


Re:  SEORMP 

Dear  Mr.  Cooper. 

I  am  writing  to  express  the  concerns  of  the  Oregon  Chapter  of  the  Sierra  Club's  High  Desert 
Committee  about  the  outreach  efforts  In  Western  Oregon  by  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  with 
respect  to  the  Southeast  Oregon  Resource  Management  Plan. 

The  various  Informational  meeting  In  eastern  Oregon  were  scheduled  from  4.00  to  9:00  pm,  but 
the  only  meeting  scheduled  In  western  Oregon  will  be  held  from  7:00- 1 1 :00pm  or  7:00  - 
9:00pm,  according  to  some  various  (conflicting)  sources. 

The  SEORMP  will  affect  a  land  mass  equivalent  to  approximately  one  sixth  of  the  state  of  Oregon. 
While  It  Is  obvious  that  the  people  who  live  in  that  area  must  have  an  avenue  to  learn  about  the 
BLM’s  plans,  Oregonians  outside  the  planning  area  should  have  the  same  opportunity.  We  note 
that  the  only  meeting  scheduled  in  the  central,  southern  and  western  portions  of  the  state  Is  the 
Portland  December  7th  meeting.  It  Is  not  reasonable  to  expect  people  from  Bend  or  Eugene  to 
travel  several  hours  In  order  to  attend  one  of  the  scheduled  meetings. 

In  addition,  we  are  concerned  about  the  appropriateness  of  the  scheduled  times  of  the  Portland 
meeting.  It  is  not  right  that  the  Portland  meeting  Is  shorter  than  the  others,  and  the  scheduled 
time  is  not  appropriate.  The  many  Portlanders  working  downtown  will  be  hesitant  to  return 
downtown  after  having  fought  the  holiday  rush  time  traffic  on  their  way  home  from  work.  It 
would  be  Infinitely  easier  to  drop  In  right  after  work.  We  also  believe  that  it  is  unreasonable  to 
expect  anyone  to  attend  such  a  meeting  past  9pm  7pm  is  too  late  a  start  time  for  those  traveling 
from  outside  the  area,  such  as  Interested  parties  from  Eugene  or  Bend 

Sincerely, 


Irene  Vlach 

High  Desert  Committee 

cc  Glen  Patterson 
Elaine  Zielinski 


I 

To  explore,  enjoy  end  preserve  the  nation's  forest*,  waters,  wildlife,  end  wilder m-**.. 

&  Printed  on  100%  recycled  paper. 
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Southeastern  Oregon  Resource  Management  Plan 
Barean  of  Land  Management  /  Vale  and  Burnt  Districts 


Gary  Cooper 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Vale  District  Office 
100  Oregon  Street 
Vale  Or  97918 


FFB2  ♦  1999 

VALe*STniCTB L" 


I>ear  Gary* 

After  reviewing  the  Draft  Southeast  Resource  Management  Plan  it  states  that  there  is  a  riparian 
areas  within  the  Arock  Allotment  which  must  be  the  Owyhee  River  Map  LVST  Jordan  area 
livestock  grazing  allotment  shows  that  the  southwest  edge  of  the  allotment  in  following  the 
Owyhee  River  This  is  in  wrong,  the  Allotment  line  should  be  along  the  rim  above  the  river.  This 
area  is  very  steep  and  rocky  and  form  a  barrier  and  no  cattle  from  the  allotment  can  penetrate  and 
get  down  to  the  river  There  for  there  is  no  riparian  in  the  Arock  Allotment  Please  make  this 
change  in  your  final  draft 


Your  truly. 

Ed  Davis 


Comment  Response  Card 


Please  take  a  few  minutes  to  provide  your  input 
concerning  ike  information  discussed  in  this 
document.  Wt  are  interested  in  your  ideas  and  look 
forward  to  hearing  from  you.  Please  print  dearly 
and  indude  your  pome  and  address  at  right  Mail 
your  comments  by  March  I.  1999  to  one  of  the 
addresses  listed  below. 
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Gary  Cooper 

Glenn  Patterson 

BLM.  Vole  District  Office 

BLM.  Bums  District  Office 

100  Oregon  Street 

or 

HC  74-12533.  Hwy  20  West 

Veto,  Oregon  97910 

Hines,  Oregon  97738 

(541)  473-3144 

(541)  573-4400 
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December  8,  1998 

Mr  Glenn  Patterson 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
HC74-12533  Hwy  20w 
Bums.  OR  97738 

Re  Southeastern  Oregon  Plan.  Portland  meeting  12/7/98 
Dear  Glenn, 


BURNS  DISTRICT 
BLM 

December  11,  1998 

BLM,  Bums  District  Office 
Attn.  Glenn  Patterson 
HC  74-12533,  Hwy  20  West 
Hines,  OR  97738 

Dear  Mr  Patterson 


received 

DEC  1 4  1998 

burns  district 


The  information  provided  at  the  Portland  meeting  was  interesting  and  assisted  me 
in  understanding  your  purpose  and  direction  for  this  management  plan 

I  am  writing  this  letter  to  give  you  my  thoughts  on  the  Plan,  your  staff  indicated 
that  only  written  comments  were  entertained  for  consideration. 

First,  please  understand  that  my  bias  is  not  with  any  forma)  group,  alliance  etc  If 
anythtng  would  apply,  1  could  be  lumped  tn  with  the  non-vocal  majority  of  Oregonians 
who  enjoy  driving  through  Southeast  Oregon  as  a  change  of  scenery  and  "way  of  life " 

We  do  not  go  to  creek  bottoms  and  measure  plant  heights  or  roll  over  rocks  looking  for 
rare  creatures  and  have  no  idea  what  AUMs  are  We  don't  particularly  care  if  deer,  elk  or 
cows  crap  in  the  streams  If  we  are  passionate  about  something  it  would  be  devotion  to 
family,  business,  recreation,  and  the  unique  freedoms  we  enjoy,  not  the  management  plan 
for  Southeast  Oregon  My  group  you  very  rarely  hear  from  except  maybe  to  ask  road 
directions 

It  was  interesting  to  listen  in  on  the  various  conversations  occurring  at  the  tables 
during  your  Portland  meeting  It  immediately  became  evident  that  the  majority  of  people 
were  representing  or  associated  with  a  special  interest  conservation  group  of  one  kind  or 
another  Because  of  this,  it  seems  all  the  more  imperative  that  your  organization  weigh 
the  comments  received  against  a  broader  but  less  organized  and  vocal  majority  of 
Oregonians  that  feel  status-quo  in  Southeast  Oregon  is  OK  Please  represent  the  non¬ 
vocal  majority  of  us  who  enjoy  seeing  Southeast  Oregon  as  a  place  where  access  to  roads 
is  not  denied  and  production  of  a  crop  from  public  land  is  viewed  as  good  stewardship 

Best  Regards, 

~ - - - 

Scott  Gustafson 


I  started  my  visits  to  the  Owyhee  River  area  in  1967,  after  returning  from  the  Vietnam 
conflict  My  friends  and  1  would  explore,  go  fishing,  hunting,  four  wheeling,  dirt  bike 
riding,  and  just  camp  out.  It  was  and  is  now  our  favorite  recreational  place  to  be 

Now,  3 1  years  later,  we  will  do  a  little  fishing  and  hunting,  but  most  of  all  we  explore  the 
beauty  of  this  river,  country,  and  wildlife.  I  personally  have  always  seen  the  deer, 
antelope,  coyote,  and  wild  horses  But,  now  maybe  because  of  my  maturing  and 
watching  the  landscape  more  closely,  I  have  also  seen  beaver,  otter,  raccoons,  cougar  and 
all  species  of  birds  It’s  always  an  adventure  to  visit  such  places  as  Sand  Springs,  Chock 
Basin  and  China  Town.  Yes,  with  all  of  the  sightings  and  adventures  on  this  river,  I  can 
say  with  pride,  ’’I  love  this  country  1  would  never  say  or  do  anything  that  would  cause 
the  destruction  of  this  special  place  in  Oregon  ” 

I  have  not  been  witness  to  any  damage  of  the  riverbanks  or  to  the  river  itself  from  cattle 
or  other  livestock  Mother  Nature  has  a  way  of  renewing  the  land  from  the  use  of 
animals  of  all  kinds  I  sure  hope  the  people  now  coming  into  the  area  for  recreational  use 
wilt  leave  this  land  and  this  river  as  unchanged  as  it  has  remained  over  the  last  3 1  years 
They  will  have  a  long  way  to  go  to  maintain  the  same  level  of  ecology  provided  by  the 
ranchers.  The  ranchers  are  the  tme  people  to  be  entrusted  with  the  land  and  the  river  It 
means  more  to  them  and  their  families,  past  and  present  We  just  visit,  they  live  here 
generation  after  generation  They  will  protect  the  land  and  the  river  for  us  so  it  will  be 
there  for  the  next  generation  and  YES  for  us  to  visit 

The  river  has  today  the  same  beauty  it  has  had  for  31  years  of  my  relationship  with  it 
Please  do  not  interfere  by  making  unnecessary  changes 

Thank  you  for  this  opportunity  to  voice  my  opinion.  If  I  may  be  of  further  assistance, 
please  call  me 


Pat  Hutton 
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From: 

Scott  A  Moore 

To: 

ilmoraso.smtpC'ire  nev@teleport.com"; 

Date: 

1/11/99  10:45am 

Subject: 

SEORMP  -  Reply 

Hi  Irene 

1/11/99 

Good  question  and  sorry  these  terms  were  not  better  clarified  in  the  document  The  two  terms 
are  similar.  A  "limited  to  existing"  route  means  that  vehicles  may  only  use  those  routes  found 
on  BLM  public  land  that  are  there  now.  A  "limited  to  designated"  route  means  that  vehicles  may 
only  use  those  routes  that  are  recognized  and  that  have  been  recorded/identified  on  a  map  as 
open  for  vehicle  use.  For  instance,  in  WSAs  an  inventory  of  all  the  existing  vehicle  routes 
determined  open  or  in  use  occurred  between  1978  and  1980  during  the  wilderness  inventory 
and  were  recognized  as  available  for  continued  vehicle  use.  Routes  in  WSAs  are  classified  as 
"limited  to  designated"  as  they  are  the  only  acceptable  routes  recognized  and  identified  on 
maps. 

i 

In  summary,  both  Limited  to  Existing"  and  "Limited  to  Designated"  means  that  vehicle  us  can 
only  occur  on  routes  that  are  out  there  now  except  that  in  “Limited  to  Designated"  those  routes 
are  identified/recorded  on  maps  or  inventory  files.  Most  areas  classified  as  "Limited  to 
Designated"  are  within  Special  Management  Areas  such  as  WSAs  and  ACEC  or  other  places  of 
resource  concern  such  as  to  cultural  or  wildlife  sensitive  areas. 

I  hope  this  makes  things  more  clear,  but  if  not  please  give  me  a  call  at  (541)  573-4447. 

»>  Irene  Vlach  <irenev@teleport.com>  01/07  3  32  pm  >» 

Scott, 

Can  you  ekplam  to  me  (or  forward  my  message  to  someone  who  knows)  what  the 
difference  in  SEORMP  is  between 

-  Off  Highway  Vehicle  Use  Limited  to  Existing  Roads,  and 

-  Off  Highway  Vehicle  Use  Limited  to  Designated  Routes 

Take  your  time  -  I'm  off  to  Switzerland  tomorrow  early  am.  Would  be  great 
if  you  would  have  an  answer  by  1/17, 

Thanks, 


Irene 
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L-013 

To  BLM  From  Joann#  Vinton  541 -$84-0059 

Sont  by  tha  Award  Winning  Choyonna  Bitwora 


FAX 


To.  Ed  Singioton  and  Jan  Kenna  From:  Joanne  Vinton 

Fax  Number*  541-473-6213  and  541-573-4411  Date:  February  8.  1999 

Business:  Vale  and  Bums  Districts,  BLM  Total  No.  Of  Pages:  1 

Re:  Southeast  Oregon  Resource  Management  PlarVEIS 

Dear  Mr.  Singleton  and  Mr.  Kenna. 

Here  are  my  comments  on  SEORMP: 

Adaptive  resource  management  ia  a  nice  idea,  but  it  must  be  bound  by  minimum  standards  that  reflect 
pnblic  values.  According  to  surveys,  the  public  wants  tough  environmental  standards  with  clean  water 
and  acceas  to  more  wilderness  areas 

Livestock  grazing  must  be  excluded  from  ripsrian  areas,  critical  habitat  and  sensitive  areas, 
wilderness  study  areas,  and  grazing  allotments  that  are  listed  in  poor  or  fair  condition. 

All  streams  that  fit  tha  criteria  for  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  mast  be  given  that  classification. 

Sincerely, 


L-014 


received 

FEB  1  0  1S39 

VALE  DISTRICT  BLM 

Ed  Singleton,  Vale  District  Manager 
Vale  District  BLM  Office 
100  Oregon  St 
Vale.  OR  97918 

*  * 

Dear  Mr.  Singleton: 

I  am  writing  to  respond  to  the  draft  of  the  SE  Oregon  Resource  Management 
Plan/Environmental  Impact  Statement 

I  recommend  that  the  BLM  choose  an  improved  Alternative  D  This  alternative  should 
be  strengthened  to  require  that  livestock  grazing  be  excluded  from  riparian  areas, 
critical  habitat.  Wilderness  Study  Areas  and  grazing  allotments  listed  in  poor  or  fair 
condition.  Also  Wild  &  Scenic  River  designation  should  be  give  to  all  streams  that  fit 
the  criteria. 


Sincerely, 


Peggy  Robinson 


cc  Jim  Kenna,  Burns  District  Manager 


L-015 


U.S.DJ.  B.L.M.  Vale  Dist  Office 
100  Oregon  St 
Vale  Oregon  979 18 


Ladies/Gentlemen, 

I  write  this  date  with  reference  to  the  inclusion  of  the  proposed  Desert  Trail  through 
BLM  administered  public  lands  in  the  Malhuer  and  Three  Rivers  Resource  area  as  it 
pertains  to  the  Southeastern  Resource  Management  Plan 

I  have  reviewed  this  inclusion  of  the  proposed  trail  and  discussed  this  issue  and  plan 
including  the  optional  trail  segment  with  members  of  my  Board  of  Directors  and  we 
heartily  endorse  the  plan  as  proposed. 

In  our  organizations  long  standing  effort  to  establish  a  Trail  (comdor)  for  the  public 
though  the  desert  lands  of  the  west  reaching  from  Canada  to  Mexico,  the  lands  covered 
in  this  proposal  provide  a  critical  and  unique  link  to  a  continuous  route 

We  urge  adoption  of  the  SEORMP  as  proposed 

Personal,  re] 


The  Desert  Trail  Assoc 


L-016 


kstfumektiw  99? 
<*ocJj3f^3j*aea  , 

XH  THE  COUNTY  COURT  OF  THE  STATE  OF  OREGON 
FOR  THE  COUNTY  OF  MALHEUR 


In  tha  matter  of: 
RESOLUTION  CONCERNING 
RNA  and  ACEC  DESIGNATIONS 


"HEREAS,  on  April  16,  1996,  the  Malheur  County  Court  siuned  a 
proposed  RNA  r  ^  Pofition  Statement)  concerning 

attached  P°3U1°n  Sta“  is 

ana^?;h^dany  6f£eCt  °n  the  Speclal  feoGires  and  valuea°in 

Qf  t1e  County  court,  Oregon  Cattlemen's 
and  cltizens  of  Malheur  County  relative  to  ACECq 
and  RNAs  have  not  been  adequately  addressed  by  the  BLM. 

Count^oi^r’^fi™.,11  HfRKr  RE80LVED  that  present  Malheur 

““  “•  “”W  ““ 

hereby  ajfix  oup-  signatures  this  th  day  of  February 


Louis  M.  Wettsteln 

County  Commissioner 
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County  of  Malheur 

251  B'  STREET  WEST  •  VALE.  OREGON  97918 


(541)  473-5124 


April  16,  1996 


POSITION  STATIMEfT 
OP  THE  MALHEUR  COUNTY  COURT 
CONCERN I NO 

PROPOSED  RNA/ACEC  DESIGNATIONS 

«•  wsra  gratified  by  the  acknowledgement  of  The  Nature  Conaervancy  of 
Oregon  of  at  leaat  21  natural  vegetative  camrouniti.se  which  would  qualify  aa 
study  sites  in  Malheur  County.  This  is  excellent  documentation  of  past 
management  practices  by  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  and  aasociated 
resource  users,  most  notably  livestock  operators. 

With  the  management  flexibility  afforded  by  the  Vale  Rangeland  Restoration 
Project,  native  vegetation  has  made  significant  recovery  during  the  ensuing 

years. 


We  recognise  the  merit  of  identifying  various  plant  aoswunities,  or  "cells" 
sites  for  plant  scientists  to  study  and  monitor  change  over  time. 
However,  we  feel  that  neither  classification  aa  a  Research  Natural  Area  nor 
an  Area  of  Environmental  Concern  is  appropriate  or  necessary. 

Many  sites  have  been  fenced  to  exclude  livestock  from  Malheur  County 
rangelande  in  the  past.  Tor  example,  the  CCC  exclosure  southwest  of  Jordan 
Valley  of  some  BO  acres,  was  fenced  in  1939,  as  were  Bagehen  exclosure  and 
others  in  cooperation  with  the  Oregon  Game  Commission.  During  the  Vale 
Project  and  Trout  Creek  restoration  programs,  over  6,400  acres  were 
excluded  from  graxing  on  several  hundred  sites  representing  riparian, 
wetlands,  native  uplands  and  seeding*.  The  Court  feels  this  existing  but 
relatively  unused  resource  adequate  for  future  research  analysis. 

Research  Natural  Areas  (RNAs),  with  few  exceptions,  are  established  to 
preserve  and  monitor  ecosystems  unaffected  by  human  activities.  Thus, 
livmetock  grazing  and  recreational  use  are  normally  excluded.  This  Court 
does  not  support  such  a  deviation  from  multiple  use  on  public  lands  within 
Malheur  County. 


POSITION  STATEMENT  -  PROPOSED  RNA/ACEC  DESIGNATION 


- -  -  — —  —  —  nwsw  WBUAVHnilUn  _  __ 

Pa9°  2  INSTRUMENT  99-  '77 

WaE_i_0FjJj*aES 

values,  li.h,  or  wildlife  resource,  or  other  natural  system,  or 
proce.ee. . . . "  similarly,  under  .06,  Policy,  states;  "to  ACEC  designation 


is  the  principal  SL.M  designation  for  public  lands  where  .pecial  management 
is  required  to  protect..."  Special  Managament  Attention  is  addressed 
specifically  in  .12.  "To  ba  designated  as  an  ACBC,  to  araa  must  require 
special  management  attention  to  protect  the  important  and  relevant  values. " 

{Underscoring  ours). 

He  contend  that  prasent  management  is  coapatible  with  tha  continuad 
well-being  of  the  identified  vsgst.t tvs  communities.  Present  vegetation 
is,  in  part,  a  rsault  of  past  management  practices.  Existing  vegstation 
may  well  be  dependent  upon  grazing,  aa  was  ths  case  in  Harney  County  with 
Malheur  wire-lettuce.  Should  problems  be  identified  in  the  future, 
existing  management  authority  (see  1613.22)  adequately  provides  flsxlbllity 
for  correction  (see  1613.33  E  (1  and  2). 

Summary  Alternative; 

Perhaps  a  mors  acceptabls  approach  would  be  that  of  documentation  of 
identified  sites  on  a  GIS  overlay  for  future  reference  by  the  scientific 
community  and  land  managara. 

Research  of  existing  exclusion  sites,  soma  protected  for  56  years,  should 


<£bhn  J .  Bishop 

Malheur  County  Commissioner 

R.  Thomas  Butler 

Malheur  County  Commissioner 


Areas  of  Critical  Environmental  Concern  (ACECs),  by  Bureau  of  Land 
Management  manual  1613  standards,  (.02  Objectives)  "ACEC  designations 
highlight  areas  where  special  management  attsntlon  is  needed  to  protect. 
and  prevent  irreparable  damage  to,  important  historic,  cultural,  and  scenic 
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Burssu  of  Land  Management 
Edwin  J.  Singleton 
Vale  District  Manager 
100  Oregon  st. 

Vale,  Oregon  97918 
February  10,  1999 


RECEIVED 

FEB  1  6  1999 

VALE  DISTRICT  BLM 


Dear  Ed: 

Following  ara  my  comments  on  the  proposed  SE  Oregon  RMP: 


SOPTHBAfiT  QKBS0H  MBgfcMB  MAIAflHMI  plam  1999 
HACKOTIl  BAUCH— JORDAM  VALLEY.  Qfi 


The  overview  for  the  Resource  Management  Plan  covers  Issues 
developed  with  the  public’s  input.  Grazing  Is  not  mentioned  though 
It  has  baen  tha  predominant  land  use  for  the  past  100  years.  This 
suggests  bias  on  tha  part  of  the  BLM. 


In  regards  to  the  Endangered  Species:  O.S.  District  Court  Judge 
David  Alan  Ezra  ruled  that  the  Fish  t  Game  and  the  B.L.M.  attempted 
to  prohibit  the  grazing  of  cattle  near  streams  and  potential 
endangered  specias  habitat.  He  placed  the  responsibility  for 
proving  endangered  species  habitat  on  the  government  and  said,  "It 
Is  neither  practlcel  nor  Just  to  Impose  on  the  rancher  the  burden  of 
proving  the  absence  of  listing  of  species  in  his  allotment"  and  "I 
don’t  believe  that  Congress  Intended  to  have  good  people  who  are 
trying  to  make  a  decent  living  for  themselves  and  their  families  in 
a  hard  business,  put  out  of  business  based  on  mere  speculation." 

Vale  district  rules  nsed  to  be  make  for  the  good  of  our  communities 
and  counties,  and  for  the  good  of  our  land.  My  family  has  been  on 
the  land  for  over  100  years  and  have  survived  through  fires,  floods, 
droughts,  and  stayed  in  touch  with  the  land  and  Its  needs,  and  when 
was  necessary  removed  the  cattle,  and  improved  on  water  systems, 
grazing  rotations,  etc. 


In  regrards  to  Recreation:  Recreation  and  livestock  grazing  are 
compatible.  Vialtors  enjoy  seeing  cattle  and  livestock  on  the  range 
and  many  have  stated  to  us  that  they  add  to  the  scenic  value. 

The  report  also  peaked  our  attention  when  it  stated  that 
Alternative  C  proposes  68,000  new  acres  of  ACECs.  Based  on  our 
experience  in  Leslie  Oulcb  grazing  will  eventually  be  eliminated  on 
these  ACEC’s  resulting  In  substantial  reduotlon  of  ADM’ a. 

Each  time  BLM  proposes  a  new  ACEC  or  other  slmilir  designation 
they  mention  that  if  grazing  Is  eliminated  now  or  In  the  future  that 
It  Is  insignificant  and  will  not  affect  overall  grazing  capacity. 
They  claim  It  will  be  made  up  elsewhere.  These  Incremental 
reductions  are  adding  up  to  very  significant  cuts  instead  of 
restoring  the  grazing  capacity  as  previously  promised.  They  said 
this  almost  40  years  ago  and  are  saying  it  today,  yet  the  reductions 
made  in  the  beginning  of  the  Vale  Project  have  atlll  not  been 
restored. 


Existing  and  proposed  ACECs  have  been  grazed  for  100  years  or 
more  and  have  apparently  maintained  their  relevant  and  Important 
values  (otherwise  there  would  he  no  reason  to  designate  them).  Why 
then  do  they  need  to  be  designated  at  all  (draws  more  attention  to 
them)  and  why  does  historic  land  use  (grazing)  need  to  ba  eliminated 
to  protect  them. 

The  Resource  Management  Plan  states  on  3-157-158  that;  "Livestock 
use  would  continue  based  on  existing  permit  stipulations  and 
approved  AMPS.  Any  changes  In  grazing,  including  time  and  intensity 
of  use,  would  be  evaluated  for  Impacts  on  tba  relevant  and  Important 
values  and  would  be  permitted  If  the  values  would  be  maintained  or 
enhanced.  Where  adverse  impacts  ara  identified,  existing  livestock 
use  would  be  adjusted  using  a  variety  of  methods,  including  but  not 
limited  to,  fencing,  reduction  in  livestock  numbers,  and  changes  in 
grazing  season. "  The  Resource  Management  Plan  often  references  that 
studies  will  be  conducted  to  determine  whether  livestock  grsslng  Is 
having  an  effect  on  the  special  features  found  In  an  ACEC.  If  so, 
fencing  or  livestock  management  changes  will  be  Implemented. 

Contrary  to  these  statements,  witness  Leslie  Gulch  where  the  BLM 
completely  removed  cattle  from  the  area  without  any  Justification. 

In  a  meeting  in  Homedale  concerning  the  final  decision  on  Leslie 
Gulch  the  BLM  District  Manager,  Jim  May,  essentially  atated;  Wa 
have  done  no  studies  In  Leslie  Gulch,  we  don’t  plan  on  doing  any,  wa 
are  Just  getting  the  cattle  out."  The  arrogance  In  this  statement 
plus  the  language  in  the  final  decision  sets  a  precedence  In  terms 
of  livestock  grazing  and  its  future  on  federal  lands.  Thera  Is  no 
specific  studies  that  grazing  has  any  effect  on  the  natural 
resources  of  Leslie  Gulch.  There  was  no  evidence  for  the  BLM  to 
change  a  100  year  historical  use  of  an  area. 

Chapter  4-128  states  that  "Grazing  has  not  been  Identified  as  a 
major  Impact  currently  on  any  of  the  relevant  and  important  values 
of  potential  ACEC’s  and  would  continue  as  presently  authorized 
unless  studies  showed  detrimental  effects  to  those  values."  BLM  has 
a  history  of  making  these  statements  to  get  ACEC’s  establlahsd  then 
little  by  little  eliminating  grazing  to  protect  the  values  (witness 
Leslie  Gulch).  Since  no  studies  are  ever  accomplished,  we  suspect 
the  same  trend  will  continue. 

The  BLM  claims  they  are;  "choosing  to  error  on  the  conservative 
side  In  Leslie  Gulch  and  propose  to  eliminate  all  impacts  that 
grazing  by  domestic  ungulates  may  have  on  the  species  and  thtlr 
habitat."  We  question  why  the  BLM  is  choosing  to  error  instead  of 
finding  out  the  facts  which  should  have  been  done  over  the  past 
40  ysars  and  then  acting  in  an  appropriate  fashion. 

The  BLM  produced  no  evidence  In  Leslie  Gulch  that  livestock 
grazing  is  any  problem.  In  fact  they  documented  evidence  that 
refutes  thslr  claims.  Thay  admit  road  construction  Is  the  primary 
disturbance  to  special  status  species  habitat  and  one  of  the  reasons 
that  weeds  have  invaded.  Despite  this  they  closed  the  whole  area 
down  to  grazing. 

Leslie  Gulch  would  certainly  seem  to  be  the  blueprint  for 
potential  ACEC’ a.  Why  Is  grazing  not  compatible?  Is  there  a  large 
outpouring  of  public  opinion  against  grazing  In  proposed  ACEC’s  or 
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Congress ' intentions .  Has  the  public  ever  demanded  that  an  area  be 
set  aside  as  an  ACEC  or  similar  designation,  then  be  removed  from 
grazing? 


In  1934,  Congress  addressed  the  final  disposal  of  the  Section  10 
lands  with  the  passage  of  the  Taylor  Grazing  Act  of  1934.  The 
Taylor  Grazing  Act  provided  the  creation  of  grazing  districts  and 
statutory  authority  for  management  of  the  grazing  districts  until 
Individual  property  rights  could  be  seperated  out  of  the  commons. 
This  latter  process  was  an  adjudication.  My  own  ranch,  Mackenzie 
Ranch,  was  also  adjudicated  in  1934  using  the  Stock  Raising 
Homestead  Act  guidelines  of  1916.  If  the  B.L.M.  takes  these 
adjucated  A.O.M.'s  (as  what  happened  In  Leslie  Gulch)  and  water 
rights  from  my  ranch,  then  they  should  be  accountable  for  buying 
them  at  a ’fair  market  value  on  todays  market.  If  grazing  land  la 
taken  away  or  range  is  fenced  out,  and  this  occurs  without  fair 
payment  it  would  be  considered  a  "takings”  under  a  split-estate 
provision  of  the  Act  of  June  25,  1910. 


The  West  was  first  opened  up  to  gain  access  to  its  wide  array  of 
natural  resouces  whlc  would  clearly  have  been  Alternative  A.  Since 
then  federal  regulations  have  been  trending  more  and  more  to 
Alternative  E .  Maybe  we  have  gone  too  far  towards  E  which 
eliminated  economic  production  on  federal  lands.  This  might  be  very 
undesirable  for  the  economy  of  the  West.  My  suggestion  Is  that 
something  closer  to  Alternative  A  or  B  might  be  more  realistic 
rather  than  putting  more  and  more  areas  into  ACEC's  then  eliminating 
economic  production.  Over  the  last  40  years,  many  millions  of  tax 
dollars  have  been  spent  to  Improve  range  production,  but  many  more 
millions  In  cattle  production  have  been  lost  by  the  failure  of 
the  B.L.M.  to  restore  grazing  capacity  as  promised.  Instead  they 
have  been  busy  making  additional  cuts  to  grazing  capacity  and 
putting  more  and  more  areas  off  limits  to  all  kinds  of  use  In 
addition  to  grazing.  In  Malheur  County  alone  51»  lg  561  g£  total 
insowe  in  the  1999 '8  s&a  derived  from  livestock  and  agricultural 
pjgdugtB ,  Recreation  siege  BCi  contribute  to  the  County  tax  base  and 
support  our  school  systems. 


(Chapters  quoted  are  from  the  Vale  District  Resource 
Management  Plan) 


Thank  you. 


Mackenzie  Ranch 
Wannie  Mackenzie 
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GaryGimtrmsen 


Hcbruary  11, 1999 


Ed  Singleton,  Vale  District  Manager 
Vale  District  BLM  Office 
100  Oregon  St. 

Vale.  0  97918 

Dear  Mr.  Singleton: 

My  family  and  I  would  like  to  take  this  opportunity  to  comment  on  the  SEORMP  We  stand 
committed  to  seeing  that  Oregon’s  High  Desert  Wildlands  stay  that  way  We  would  like  to  urge 
you  to  adopt  Alternative  D  with  the  following  improvements  added: 

Uvustack  grazing  needs  la  be  excluded  from  1 )  riparian  areas,  2)  critical  habitat  and  other 
sensitive  areas,  3)  wilderness  study  areas,  and  4)  grazing  allotments  deemed  to  be  in  poor  or  fair 
condition. 

In  addition  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  designation  should  be  made  for  all  streams  that  fit  the 
criteria. 

We  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  be  able  to  comment  on  this  important  and  critical  document  It 
is  our  hope  that  your  agency  will  see  to  it  that  our  desert  wildlands  are  protected  for  future 
generations. 


The  Guttormsen  family 


Sincerely, 


receive 

FEB  \  6 

,  -OiSTWCTBLM 


cc  Jim  Kenna,  Bums  District  Manager 


Desert  Trail  Association 


hike „ 
the  '■ 

Desert  Trail 


Received 

FEB  1  6  1999 

v  RICT BLM 


February  1 1,  1999 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Vale  District  Office 
1 00  Oregon  Street 
Vale  OR,  97918 

re:  Desert  Trail  Route 

To  whom  it  may  concern: 


As  Past  President  of  the  Desert  Trail  Association,  I  wish  to  encourage  your  work  and 
endorse  the  Plan  that  you  have  proposed  for  the  next  section  of  the  Desert  Trail  from 
Oregon  Hwy.  78  to  the  Malheur  National  Forest  over  BLM  administered  public  lands  in 
the  Malheur  and  'Three  Rivers  Resource  Areas. 


The  Desert  Trail  Association  has  worked  long  and  hard  with  all  the  various  groups  to 
make  this  a  vital  link  in  its  goal  of  creating  a  public  corridor  concept  trail  through  the 
western  states  desert  areas. 


We  also  propose  to  get  this  section  of  Desert  Trail  recognized  as  a  National  Recreational 
Trail  as  are  the  other  1 60  miles  of  Desert  Trail  are  in  Oregon. 


1  urge  that  you  adopt  this  proposal  for  the  Desert  Trail  route  as  proposed. 
Sincerely, 

Ross  Edginton,  Past  President 
Desert  Trail  Association 


cc:  BLM,  Bums  District 
Ross  Edginton 
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Lucky  7  Ranch 


received 

FE0  t  8  }999 

VALE  DISTRICT  blm 


Bureau  of  Land  Management  February  10,  1999 

Vale  District  Office 

C/o  Gary  Cooper 

100  Oregon  Street 

Vale,  Oregon  97918 

Dear  Sir, 

This  letter  is  to  inform  you  of  our  objections  to  the  "  Draft  Southeast 
Oregon  Resource  Management  Plan/Environmental  Impact  Statement 
(SEORMP/EIS)". 

Lucky  7  Ranch  has  a  livestock  grazing  allotment  located  within  the  Jordan 
Resource  Area.  Our  grazing  allotment  is  identified  as  the  "Campbell  Allotment 
(#1306)". 

The  SEORMP/EIS  has  identified  a  portion  of  Antelope  Creek  as  suitable  for 
possible  inclusion  to  the  National  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  (NWSR's).  If  Antelope 
Creek  is  actually  included  in  as  a  NWSR,  there  may  be  some  negative  effects  on 
private  land  owned  by  Lucky  7  Ranch.  The  portion  of  land  that  is  affected  can 
be  seen  of  a  map  labeled  "MAP  WSR-1J:  JORDAN  RESOURC  AREA  EXISTING 
DESIGNATED  AND  PREFERRED  ALTERNATIVE  WILD  &  SCENIC  RIVERS",  which 
was  included  with  the  Draft  SEORMP/EIS.  The  area  is  labeled  "J19"  on  this  map 
and  it  runs  west  from  the  Owyhee  River  for  approximately  8.6  miles  and  ends  at 
the  private  land  boundary  of  Lucky  7  Ranch. 

The  objective  of  the  SEORMP/EIS  is  to  protect  and  enhance  the 
Outstandingly  Remarkable  Values  (ORV's)  of  the  river.  The  area  of  Antelope 
Creek  extending  from  Lucky  7  Ranch's  private  land  boundary  east  to  the  eastern 
boundary  of  the  Campbell  Allotment  will  retain  It's  ORV's  even  without  being 
Included  as  a  NWSR.  Livestock  and  humans  cannot  enter  the  river  corridor 
because  access  to  Antelope  Creek  is  completely  restricted  by  the  topography  of 
the  land.  The  only  access  to  Antelope  Creek  in  this  area  is  through  our  private 
land.  There  are  no  existing  roads  into  the  canyon  or  to  the  edge  of  the  canyon 
except  the  road  to  our  private  land  and  cow  camp.  The  uplands  surrounding  the 
canyon  on  the  north  and  the  south  sides  of  the  river  corridor  are  within  a 
Wilderness  Study  Area  (WSA)  and  therefore,  no  new  roads  may  be  built  to  the 
river  corridor. 

L-021 

■  I  HA  South  Central 
I  1  II I II I  ■  Oregon  Finn  Office 

Ultlhb 


ACTION 


Aggressive  Defenders  of  Oregon's  Wild  Lands  n  &  C  E  I  V  g  Q 

FEB  I  8  1399 

VALE  DISTRICT  BLM 

February  15,  1998 

Ed  Singleton,  Vale  District  Manager 
Vale  District  BLM  Office 
100  Oregon  Street 
Vale,  OR  97918 

Dear  Mr.  Singleton, 

The  following  are  ONRC-Action's  and  ONRC  Fund’s  comments  on  the  Bureau  of  Land 
Management  s  6.3  million  acre.  Southeast  Oregon  Resource  Management  Plan. 

It  is  ONRC  s  desire  that  the  BLM  show  the  greatest  consideration  possible  to  protect  and 
enhance  the  native  species  and  biological  diversity  of  these  places  such  as  the  Steens 
Mountain,  AJvord  Desert,  Owyhee  Canyonlands,  Blitzen  River,  and  other  lands  in  the  far 
southeastern  corner  of  Oregon.  As  you  know,  these  lands  provide  critical  habitat  for  rare 
kit  fox,  threatened  Lahontan  cutthroat  trout,  and  dwindling  populations  of  sage  grouse. 
Within  this  remote  extension  of  the  Great  Basin  lies  some  of  our  nation's  wildest 
roadless  areas.  They  deserve  better  treatment  than  they  have  been  receiving! 

ONRC  is  concerned  that  while  many  of  these  lands  have  been  heavily  impacted  by  years 
of  cattle  grazing,  the  BI^S  preferred  alternative  offers  little  to  change  the  grazing  status 
quo.  To  recover  and  enhance  these  lands  ecological  past  and  potential,  we  ask  that  you, 
reject  the  presently  identified  preferred  Alternative,  Alternative  C  (the  agency’s  preferred 
alternative,  and  instead  choose  a  strengthened  Alternative  D  that  excludes  livestock 
grazing  from: 

WUd  and  Scenic  Rivers,  such  as  the  Blitzen  and  Owyhee  Rivers;  Riparian  areas;  Critical 
fish  and  wildlife  habitat;  Areas  of  Critical  Environmental  Concern;  Wilderness  study 
areas;  and  Grazing  allotments  in  "fair”  or  "poor"  condition. 

Adaptive  management,"  upon  which  this  plan  is  heavily  reliant,  is  no  substitute  for 
objective  standards  and  guidelines.  Without  constant,  on-the-ground  monitoring, 
something  BLM  is  incapable  of  assuring  given  budget  constraints,  adaptive  management 
may  only  lead  to  further  resource  degradation.  Further,  so-called  “adaptive  management” 
allows  tor  a  degree  of  latitude  that  is  unacceptable  in  a  major  planning  document  such  as 
the  Southeast  Oregon  Resource  Management  Plan.  While  BLM  states  that  Alternative  C 
is  designed  to  "protect  natural  values  while  allowing  for  commodity  production,"  our  past 
experience  tells  us  that  this  nothing  new  from  what  we  have  been  told  for  yearn  and 
years.  Over  this  time  we  have  seen  little  change,  and  more  often  a  decline  in  range 
condition  and  other  natural  resource  values. 


ONRC.  u  dtt  Orryoa  Smtwrai  Rmurctt  Comma! 

Primed  on  100%  recycled  p«pn  SO%  po*<  -consumer  wane 


The  problems  that  we  foresee  include  people  trying  to  access  this  "new" 
NWSR  area  and  finding  the  only  access  is  through  our  private  land.  With  this 
come  possible  vandalism,  theft  and  degradation  of  our  private  land.  Another 
problem  that  may  occur  is  people  creating  new  roads  across  the  WSA  to  get  to 
the  river  corridor. 

For  these  reasons,  we  object  to  this  portion  of  Antelope  Creek  being 
included  as  a  NWSR.  We  believe  that  Antelope  Creek  can  retain  is  ORV's  wtthout 
formally  including  it  as  a  NWSR.  The  topography  of  the  area  alone  will  protect 
and  enhance  the  ORV’s  of  the  river  corridor. 

Our  recommendation  is  to  change  the  west  boundary  of  the  proposed 
NWSR  (J19)  approximately  6  mile  east  to  the  east  boundary  fence  of  the 
Campbell  Allotment.  This  will  protect  the  private  land  of  Lucky  7  Ranch  from 
encroachment,  the  WSA  will  protect  the  river  corridor  from  other  encroachments, 
and  the  topography  of  the  river  corridor  will  protect  and  enhance  the  ORV's  of 
the  river. 


Sincerely,  , 


Mike  Harry 
Partner/Owner 
Lucky  7  Ranch 


The  following  are  Alternative  CTseven  sins.  (Excuse  our  cynicism,  but  your  agency 
continues  to  provide  the  basis  for  it.)  In  short  Alternative  C: 

1 )  fails  to  call  for  any  livestock  grazing  reductions,  even  when  resource  damage  occurs; 

2)  allows  3,000  cows  to  continue  grazing  along  the  Wild  and  Scenic  Blitzen  River, 
contrary  to  agency  scientists'  recommendations; 

3)  nominates  only  43  out  of  289  river  miles  that  are  eligible  for  Wild  and  Scenic  River 
status; 

4)  proposes  a  Steens  Mountain  National  Conservation  Area,  but  makes  no  changes  to 
grazing  management  there; 

5)  leaves  the  overwhelming  majority  of  the  planning  area  (3.8  million  acres)  open  to  off¬ 
road  vehicle  use,  while  closing  less  than  1  %  of  the  area  (22,000  acres)  to  ORVs; 

6)  relies  on  controversial  "adaptive  management, "  which  in  the  past  has  served  primarily 
to  only  justify  allowing  livestock  operators  to  graze  beyond  the  limits  of  the  their  permits; 
and 

7)  fails  to  satisfy  the  Southeast  Oregon  Resource  Management  Plan 's  stated  intent  to 
adhere  to  ecosystem  management  principles. 

A  strengthened  and  improved  Alternative  D  would  be  the  BLM's  best  alternative  to  meet 
the  objectives  the  agency  claims  it  desires  to  meet  Only  Alternative  D  would  provide  a 
management  plan  which  could  allow  for  reductions  in  livestock  grazing  levels; 
emphasize  undeveloped  types  of  recreation;  de -emphasize  fire  suppression;  restore  or 
close  recreation  sites  where  natural  values  are  jeopardized  by  overuse;  add  26  new  Areas 
of  Critical  Environmental  Concern,  totaling  191.000  acres;  propose  289  river  miles  for 
federal  Wild  and  Scenic  River  status. 

Yet,  even  Alternative  D  needs  improvement,  as  it  fails  to  set  reasonable  limits  on 
livestock  grazing  and  would  allow  for  the  continued  degradation  of  cherished  wild  places 
such  as  Steens  Mountain  and  the  Alvord  Desert 

If  the  BLM  intends  to  protect  these  6.3  million  acres  for  future  generations,  it  MUST 
choose  a  strengthened  Alternative  D.  Alternative  C  only  represents  more  of  the  same 
continued,  abusive  (non-management/non-monitoring)  grazing  practices. 

Sincerely, 


Wendell  Wood 
Southern  Oregon  Field  Representative 
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February  15.  1999 

ED  SINGLETON,  Vale  District  Manager 
Vale  District  BLM  Office 
100  OREGON  STREET 
VALE.  OR.  97918 

Dear  Mr.  Vale: 

I  am  writing  about  the  Southeast  Oregon  Resource  Management  Plan  l  am  concerned 
about  the  long-term  stewardship  of  Stenos  Mountain,  the  Levered  Desert,  the  Owyhee 
Canyonlands  and  the  Blitzen  River.  !  think  livestock  grazing  should  not  be  the  preferred 
use  of  the  land  in  southeast  Oregon 

Please  reject  Alternative  C  and  choose  a  strengthened  alternative  D  that  excludes 
livestock  grazing  from 

1 .  Wiki  and  Scenic  Rivers,  such  as  the  Blitzen  and  Owyhee  Rivers 

2.  Ripanan  areas  throughout  the  region 

3.  Critical  fish  and  wildlife  habitat. 

4  Areas  of  cntical  environmental  concern. 

5.  Wilderness  study  areas. 

6.  Grazing  allotments  in  “fair"  or  “poor"  condition. 

“Adaptive  management"  sounds  like  a  euphemism  for  turning  southeast  Oregon 
into  a  cow  pasture  Constant,  on-thc-ground  monitoring  is  not  possible  with  the  current 
understaffing  with  which  you  are  operating.  The  Southeast  Oregon  Resource 
Management  Plan  simply  allows  too  much  latitude,  especially  given  the  handicap  that 
you  face  with  regard  to  monitoring 

More  than  a  mere  43  miles  out  of  289  miles  of  eligible  river  should  be  committed 
to  the  Wild  and  Scenic  status  Livestock  grazing  should  be  stopped  when  resource 
damage  results.  3,000  cows  should  not  be  allowed  to  graze  along  the  Blitzen  River' 
Steens  Mountain  should  be  made  a  real  national  Conservation  Area  by  controlling  or 
excluding  grazing  there.  Off-road  vehicle  use  should  be  prohibited  to  most,  not  1%.  of 
the  area  involved. 


Please  adopt  a  strengthened  Alternative  D. 
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George  b  Hutchinson 
4740  W  Gnffin  Creek  Road 
Medford,  OR  WMM 

Ed  Singieton,  Vale  Distnct  Manager 
Vale  District  BLM  Office 
1 00  Oregon  Street 
Vale,  OK  9/918 

Dear  Mr  Singieton 

I  understand  that  the  Bureau  ot  Land  Management  (BLMj  is  now  seetcing  comments  on 
the  Southeast  Oregon  Resource  Management  Plan,  the  pianning  document  that  wiii  guide 
the  management  of  6,4  million  acres  of  public  iands  over  the  next  20  years 

These  iands  -  which  span  the  tar  southeastern  comer  of  Oregon  and  include  places  iike 
Steens  Mountain,  AJvord  Desert,  Owyhee  Canyonlands,  and  the  Blitzen  River  —  provide 
cntical  habitat  for  the  rare  kit  fox,  threatened  Lahontan  cutthroat  trout,  and  dwindling 
populations  of  sage  grouse  Within  this  remote  extension  of  the  Great  Basin  lies  some  of 
our  nation  s  wildest  roadless  areas 

However,  many  of  these  wild  places  are  in  a  state  of  ecological  red  aiert,  caused  in  iarge 
pan  by  livestock  grazing.  The  bulk  of  the  SbGRMP  s  6,3  miiiion  acres  are  wnoiiy 
unsuited  to  cattie  grazing,  yet  the  BLM’s  preferred  alternative  does  virtually  nothing  to 
change  the  grazing  status  quo.  It  is  time  to  get  senous  about  protecting  Oregon's 
magnificent  desen  wiidiands 

WHAT  i  WISH  TO  SEE  THE  BLM  DO: 

I )  Reject  Alternative  C  and  instead  choose  a  strengthened  Alternative  D  that  excludes 
livestock  grazing  from  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers,  such  as  the  blitzen  and  Owyhee  Rivers; 
ripanan  areas,  critical  fish  and  wiidiife  habitat.  Areas  of  Criticai  Environmental  Concern, 
Wilderness  Study  Areas,  and  grazing  allotments  in  "fair1  or  "poor11  condition 


Wj> 


% 


2)  Cease  suppori  tor  "adaptive  management "  "Adaptive  management,"  upon  which  this 
pian  is  heavily  reliant,  is  no  substitute  for  objective  standards  and  guidelines,  without 
constant,  on-the-ground  monitoring  (a  iogisticai  impossibility  given  the  current 
understaffed  situation  at  BLM),  adaptive  management  may  oniy  iead  to  further  resource 
degradation  further,  adaptive  management  allows  for  a  degree  of  latitude  that  is 
unacceptable  m  a  major  planning  document  such  as  tne  SEORMP 

4)  Support  Alternative  D  as  it  will  allow  for  reductions  in  livestock  grazing  levels, 
emphasize  undeveloped  types  of  recreation,  de-emphasize  fire  suppression,  restore  or 
ciose  recreation  sites  where  natural  values  are  jeopardized  by  overuse,  add  2b  new  Areas 
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ot  Critical  Environmental  Concern,  totaling  ISH.you  acres,  and  propose  289  river  miles 
for  federal  Wild  and  Scenic  River  status 

4)  Note  that  Alternative  11  needs  improvement,  it  fails  to  set  reasonable  limits  on 
livestock  grazing  ana  would  allow  tor  the  continued  degradation  of  cherished  wild  places 
such  as  Steens  Mountain  and  the  AJvord  Desert  if  the  BLM  intends  to  protect  these  b  3 
million  acres  for  future  generations,  it  MUSI  choose  a  strengthened  Alternative  D  and 
curtail  cattie  grazing  by  setting  scientifically  determined  iimits. 

Whiie  Alternative  C  attempts  to  'do  it  aii,"  this  management  option  is  seriously  flawed 
Alternative  C:  fails  to  call  tor  any  livestock  grazing  reductions,  even  when  resource 
damage  occurs;  allows  3,UUO  cows  to  continue  grazing  along  the  Wild  and  Scenic  Biitzen 
River,  contrary  to  BLVfs  own  scientists'  recommendations;  nominates  only  43  out  of  289 
river  miles  that  are  eligible  for  Wild  and  Scenic  River  status,  proposes  a  Steens  Mountain 
National  Conservation  Area,  but  makes  no  changes  to  grazing  management  there;  leaves 
the  overwhelming  majority  of  the  planning  area  (3.8  million  acres)  open  to  off-road 
vehicle  use,  whiie  closing  less  than  1%  of  the  area  (22,000  acres)  to  ORVs;  relies  on 
controversial  “adaptive  management,"  a  tool  the  BLM  has  used  in  the  past  to  justify 
allowing  livestock  operators  to  graze  beyond  the  limits  of  the  their  permits,  and  tails  to 
satisfy  the  SEORMP's  stated  intent  to  adhere  to  ecosystem  management  principles. 

A  strengthened  and  improved  Alternative  D  is  the  BLM's  -  and  the  land's  -best  bet  If 
the  BLM  intends  to  protect  these  b.3  million  acres  for  future  generations,  it  MUS  I  choose 
a  strengthened  Alternative  D.  1  hank  you  for  your  consideration  of  these  comments. 

Sincerely,  j-rf- — ' 

George  B  Hutchinson 


2016  Northcrest  Court 
Modesto,  Ca.  95355 
February  1 6,  1 999 

Ed  Singleton 
Vale  District  Manager 
Vale  District  BLM  Office 
100  Oregon  Street 
Vale,  OR  97918 

Dear  Mr.  Singleton, 

This  letter  is  concerning  the  Southeast  Oregon  Resource  Management  Plan. 

I  would  like  to  recommend  that  Alternative  D  be  selected  as  the  preferred 
choice  for  the  future  direction  of  this  area.  This  alternative  does  a  better 
job  of  protecting  the  rivers  in  this  area.  In  addition,  standards  are  also 
needed  to  insure  that  an  adaptive  management  approach  does  not  result  in 
further  degradation  of  the  area. 

I  have  had  the  opportunity  to  visit  this  area  on  several  occasions  and  am 
quite  familiar  with  the  Owyhee  River  canyon.  Although  it  is  a  beautiful 
and  scenic  area,  there  are  definitely  areas  that  have  been  negatively 
impacted  by  over  grazing. 

Thank  you  for  your  consideration. 
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Comments  To;  Gary  Cooper_ B.  L.  V.  Vale  District  Office 

I  flag  able  to  attendthe  Burns  mestlna  S  review  the  South- _ 

eastern  Oregon  Resource  Management  Plan.  The  assistance 

oF  personnel  From  both  \^e  S  Malhuer  Districts was apprec 

- - - \ - - 

iated.  Tne  Plan  i  nr.inriing  mnrcA  1  1  pr-pparpn  wif-h — rinj:u_ _ 

mentat 1  on .  

_ I  believe  in  the  multiple  use  conceotFor  public  lands 

S  certainly  encourage  this  in  our  local  area.  I  write  in 

reference  to  the  inclusion  oF  the  proposed  ggggr t  jra^| _ 

through  B.L.M.  administered  public  Land.  Much  progress 

hag  already  been  made  and  we  Lflp,k  .. forward  ,.ta  thfi  clay  - 

the  Desert  Trail  will  be  completed  From  Canada  to  Mexico. 

As  a  board  member  oF  the  Desert  Trail  Association  I  want 

to  express  mv  appreciation  For  the  efforts  put  Forth  in 

this  area  so  far. _ 

_ As  an  individual  I  endorse  the  proposed  Plan.  It  will 

halo  so  much  in  extending  the  trail  north  toward  Canada. 

It  will  Further  open  up  gpga’e  Scenic  arees  For  hikers  of 
public  lends,  included  in  the  proposed  National  Scenic 

Trails  .  _ _ _ 

I  wish  to  support  the  adoptlcnrof  the  SEORM  Plan  as 

or opooed  ■ 


I  i 

L _ > 


Gary  Cooper 

Glam  Patterson 

BLM,  Vale  District  OJJice 

BLM,  Burnt  District  OJJice 

100  Oregon  Street 

or 

HC  74-12533,  Hwy  20  West 

Vale,  Oregon  97918 

Hines,  Oregon  97738 

($41)  4713144 

(541)  573-4400 
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Date: 

March  15, 1999 

heceived 

To: 

Mike  Golden,  Chairman 

SEORAC 

MAR  t  9  1999 

VALE  DISTRICT  BLM 

From: 

Tom  Harris,  Member 

SEORAC 

Subject 

Comments  on  SEORM  P 

The  broad  scope  and  scale  of  this  RMP  does  indeed  require  some  separate  and  individual 
comment  as  explained  by  Mike  Golden.  The  possibility  of  consensus  on  many  issues  is 
there  but  the  time  factor  for  discussion  is  not  given  the  broad  cross-section  and  limited 
meetings  of  the  committee 

This  RAC  has  not  been  afforded  the  formal  designation  of  an  OHV  Representative  which 
is  unique  and  unexplainable.  We  have,  however,  dispersed  and  commercial  recreation 
positions  For  purposes  of  comment  on  the  RMP  it  would  be  difficult,  I  think,  to  separate 
the  two  since  the  areas  of  concern  are  the  same. 

The  focus  of  my  concerns  are: 


Reasonable  Access  -  The  needs  for  backcountry  access  seem  to  be  lost  in  the  hurry  to 
comply  with  road  density  reduction  and  transportation  plans  Recreation  consideration 
shouldn’t  wait  until  all  other  resource  considerations  are  satisfied  Good  resource 
planning  is  like  a  good  receipe,  recreation  may  be  akin  to  a  dash  of  salt  to  the  RMP  but  the 
end  product  will  suffer  for  the  lack  of  it. 

While  it  is  true  that  most  denials  for  access  are  based  on  real  ecological  concern,  it  is  just 
as  true  that  many  of  these  concerns  have  remedial  answers  other  than  closure.  There  is 
adequate  engineering  information  in  the  text  of  existing  CFR's  and  regulations  to  address 
trail  deficiencies.  The  argument  of  lack  of  personnel  and  funding  shortages  have  some 
answers  in  partnerships,  volunteers  and  the  availability  of  gas  tax  dollars  through  Oregon’s 
All  Terrain  Vehicle  Account  Allocation  Committee.  These  assets  are  ignored  frequently 
enough  to  make  one  wonder  if  the  recreation  specialists  are  frilly  apprised  of  these  tools 


Education  -  Elementary  education  is  the  real  answer  and  BLM  and  USFS  does  more  to 
combat  ecological  ignorance  than  our  school  systems  by  sponsoring  educational  programs 
My  main  point,  however,  here  is  not  elementary  but  college  level  education  At  a 
northwestern  college  this  year  20  resource  bound  students  were  asked  their  opinion  of 
motorized  recreation  -  ALL  replied  that  it  should  not  be  allowed  This  negative  bias  is 
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Of  special  note  is  Virginia's  Warbler,  a  Neotropical  migrant  that  is  declining  in  much  of 
its  limited  range  and  is  rated  of  high  concern  by  Partners  In  Flight  In  1998.  expert 
birders  participating  in  the  Oregon  Breeding  Bird  Atlas  Project  discovered  this  species 
during  the  breeding  season  on  BLM  land  in  three  separate  mountain  mahogany  habitat 
areas  of  the  V  ale  District  Although  unable  to  confirm  nesting  in  the  limited  time 
available  to  monitor  these  birds,  the  birders  found  the  birds  in  typical  habitat  and  believe 
it  likely  at  least  some  of  the  birds  were  breeding  Details  are  enclosed  (Attachment  B) 

J 11150  note  that  your  to  of  species  of  concern  in  the  appendices  (pp  3 19-326,  volume  2) 
is  more  comprehensive  than  Table  2-15.  This  inconsistency  needs  to  be  explained  In 
drafting  the  above  list,  1  assumed  that  the  Table  2-15  is  your  “official"  list 


Besides  the  above  additions,  I  suggest  you  make  the  following  changes  to  Table  2-15 
(Special  Status  list),  based  on  information  collected  so  far  from  the  Oregon  Breeding  Bird 
Atlas  Project  (SB=  suspected  breeder,  DB=  documented  breeder,  I  don't  currently  know 
for  certain  if  all  these  sightings  were  from  BLM  land) 

Black  Tem  DB  m  Andrews,  SB  in  Malheur  and  Jordan  RA's 
Bufflehead  SB  in  Andrews  and  Malheur  RA's  (they  may  not  require  trees) 

Grasshopper  Sparrow  SB  in  Andrews  and  Jordan  RA,  DB  in  Malheur  RA  in  1997 
Mountain  Quail;  DB  m  Malheur  RA  (fledglings  in  July  1996) 

Snowy  Egret  SB  in  Iordan  RA  in  1996 
Western  Bluebird  DB  in  Malheur  RA 
White-faced  Ibis:  SB  in  Andrews  RA 
White-headed  Woodpecker  DB  m  Malheur  RA  in  1998 
Williamson’s  Sapsucker  DB  in  Malheur  RA  m  1995 

Breeding  locations  of  many  birds  of  potential  management  interest  also  are  shown 
(somewhat  generally)  on  maps  I  sent  to  Jon  Sadowski  at  the  BLM- Vale  office  last  week 
Additional  details  on  location  and  observers  associated  with  any  of  these  records  can  be 
provided  upon  request 


Sincerely, 


rfa-l  Okli 

Paul  Adamus 


cc  A1  Bam  man 


February  17,  1999’ 


Kettle  Range  Conservation  Group 


Ed  Singleton,  District  Manager 
V  ale  District,  Bureau  of  Land  Management 
100  Oregon  Street 

Vale,  Oregon  97918  ' 

RE  Southeast  Oregon  Resource  Management  Plan  (SEORMP) 

Dear  Mr  Singleton 

On  behalf  of  the  Board  of  Directors  and  membership  of  Kettle  Range  Conservation  Group 
(KRCG),  I  want  to  respond  to  BLM’s  proposed  management  plant  for  southeastern  Oregon 
desert  lands  Members  of  KRCG  regularly  use  these  lands  for  recreation  and  relaxation,  and 
therefore  have  a  vested  interest  in  their  management 

Proposed  management  plans  rely  heavily  on  adaptive  management  Standards  based  guidelines 
are  necessary  as  without  constant,  on-the-ground  monitoring,  adaptive  management  may  only 
lead  to  further  resource  degradation  Adaptive  management  allows  for  a  degree  of  latitude  that  is  . 
unacceptable  in  a  major  planning  document  such  as  the  SEORMP 

Our  experience  with  Owyhee  Canyonlands  is  that  extensive  cattle  grazing  is  altering  the  natural 
diversity  ot  plants  in  riparian  areas  In  addition,  grazing  is  leaving  banks  completely  denuded  of 
vegetation  some  areas,  particularly  below  the  confluence  of  the  South  Fork  to  Three  Forks 

The  canyonlands  of  this  region  are  of  unparalleled  beauty  in  North  America.  Your  proposal  to 
protect  a  mere  45  miles  of  the  289  miles  that  are  eligible  is  preposterous  It  permits  3  000  cows 
to  continue  grazing  along  the  Wild  and  Scenic  Blitzen  River,  contrary  to  agency  scientists' 
recommendations  li  appears  BLM’ s  highest  priority  for  this  area  are  cattle  grazing,  conversion 
of  native  vegetation  to  cheat  grass  and  noxious  weeds,  and  OfFRoad  Vehicle  usage  (leaves  3  8 
million  acres  open  to  ORVs). 

We  oppose  Alternative  C,  the  preferred  alternative  Instead  we  urge  your  to  choose  a  modified 
Alternative  D  that  excludes  livestock  grazing  from  the  following  areas 

>  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers,  including  the  Blitzen  and  Owyhee  Rivers, 

>  Grazing  allotments  in  "fair"  or  “poor"  condition, 

*  Riparian,  and  other  areas  of  critical  environmental  concern, 

>  Key  fish  and  wildlife  habitat. 
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A  Wilderness  Study  Areas 

.Alternative  D  needs  improvement  It  permits  for  the  continued  degradation  of  cherished  wild 
places  such  as  Steens  Mountain  and  the  Alvord  Desert 

If  the  BLM  intends  to  protect  the  diversity  and  beauty  of  Oregon’s  6  3  million  southeast  desert 
lands  for  future  generations,  it  must  choose  a  modified/improved  Alternative  D  We  look 
forward  to  your  response 

Sincerely, 


receive  Df»K  Malheur  Lumber  Company 

FEB  2  2 

VALE  0  (STRICT  BLM 

February  1 1,  1999 


Timothy  J  Coleman 
Executive  Director 


Edwin  J  Singleton,  District  Manager 
Vale  District,  Bureau  of  Land  Management 
100  Oregon  St 
Vale.  OR  97918 


Cc  Secretary  of  Interior 
Sen  Ron  Wyden 
Sen  Gordon  Smith 


RE  Southeast  Oregon  Resource  Management  Plan 
Dear  Mr.  Singleton, 


Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment  on  the  proposed  Southeast  Oregon  Resource 
Management  Plan  The  following  comments  will  pertain  to  the  Forest  and  W'oodland 
portion  of  your  document  Although  there  are  not  manv  acres  of  forest,  these  areas  are 
still  important. 


,  - .....  ....  uuu  J,uu  nave  no  aaia  on  wmcti 

to  base  your  alternatives  All  alternatives  talk  about  the  amount  of  acres  treated  per  year 
and  the  volume  that  will  be  produced,  but  “Forest  stand  age  classes  condition, 
productivity  and  stocking  rates  are  variable,  and  the  extent  of  each  cannot  be  determined 
with  available  data  (SEORMP  @  2-18)  How  can  you  develop  alternatives  with  no  data'' 


My  suggestion  is  to  gather  the  data  or  change  the  way  alternatives  are  presented  Another 
way  to  present  the  alternatives  would  be  to  state  that  the  forested  acres  would  be 
managed  to  maintain  forest  health  and  other  characteristics  You  could  go  further  bv 
identifying  fhe  amount  of  acres  that  would  be  managed  for  different  attributes  Do  not 
commit  to  volumes  without  having  the  data  to  back  it  up 


- - HUM  UK  IUICSICU  aiCzLS  ttic 

ovCTstockwk  and  susceptible  to  disease,  epidemic  insect  infestations,  and  intense 
w  dfires  The  enure  forested  area  needs  to  be  managed  to  remedy  the  problem  Doing  so 
will  enhance  wildlife  habitat,  and  help  maintain  old  growth.  If  areas  are  not  treated, 
forest  stands,  including  old  growth,  will  continue  to  have  mortality  due  stressed 
conditions 


r  , . _ .  .  .  , .  ... - cm  ocuuig  acres  asiae 

for  old  growth  or  other  habitat  will  only  exacerbate  the  current  forest  health  problems 
These  acres  cannot  support  the  amount  of  trees  necessary  for  tree  old  growth  habitat 
Therefore,  you  should  provide  the  habitat  you  are  able,  by  maintaining  healthy  stands  on 
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all  acres.  In  addition,  you  do  not  need  to  provide  a  substantial  amount  of  old  growth  on 
your  limited  acres  Adjacent  Forest  Service  and  BLM  lands  have  already  set  aside  many 
acres 

From  the  draft  SEORMP  it  appears  that  large  trees  will  be  cherished  for  the  future 
Hopefully,  you  will  heed  the  previous  comments  and  have  old  growth  as  part  of  the 
management  block  If  nothing  else,  to  reduce  overstocking  and  risk  of  wildfire  While 
you  are  promoting  forest  health,  the  large  dead  and  dying  trees  in  the  area  should  be 
available  for  harvest  They  improve  the  economic  feasibility  of  forest  health  sales 

I  will  be  looking  forward  to  your  decision  on  the  Southeast  Oregon  Resource 
Management  Plan/  Environmental  Impact  Statement. 

Sincerely, 


Operations  Forester 


Steven  J  Cdurtni 


'  THE  NATIVE  PLANT  SOCIETY 
OF  OREGON 


Dedicated  to  the  enjoyment,  conservation, 
and  study  of  Oregon's  native  vegetation 


February  17,  1999 

Ed  Singleton 
District  Manager 
BLM 

1 00  Oregon  St 
Vale,  OR  97918 


receded 

P£B  2  2  1999 

VALE  DISTRICT  BLM 


Dear  Mr.  Singleton. 

1  would  like  to  respond  to  the  SEORMP  for  NPSO  We  are  a  30  year  old  statewide  group  representing 
900  members 

We  wish  to  support  all  of  the  RNAs,  ACECs,  and  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  proposed  in  Alternative  D 
These  areas  will  help  in  the  management  of  the  native  species  of  plants  and  animals  BLM  is  charged  with 
conserving  We  are  particularly  concerned  with  rare  plant  species.  We  would  like  to  see  the  development 
of  species/habitat  management  plans  for  all  of  your  rare  and  sensitive  species  We  would  like  a  further 
analysis  of  the  impacts  of  grazing  on  sensitive  species  and  how  grazing  would  take  place  in  the  Steens 
NCA.  I  would  offer  the  following  comments  in  these  areas 

Vegetational  Biodiversity  and  Grazing 

We  strongly  support  management  activities  that  promote  the  long-term  preservation  of  Oregon's  native 
vegetation.  Management  activities  that  occur  over  a  large  scale,  such  as  grazing,  have  important  long 
term  impacts.  Ecological  change  can  occur  so  slowly  that  many  observers  are  not  aware  of  the  substantial 
alterations  that  have  taken  place  We  support  efforts  to  return  BLM  lands  to  a  series  of  naturally  and  fully 
functioning  ecosystems.  Stocking  levels  (AUM’s  per  allotment)  should  be  based  on  a  “poor  year” 
scenario  and  increased  in  better  years  rather  than  stocking  for  a  “good  year”  and  having  to  try  to  take 
cows  off  in  worse  years 

Riparian  systems  have  especially  been  altered  We  ask  that  they  be  restored  as  soon  as  possible.  Severe 
restrictions  or  elimination  of  grazing  in  riparian  areas  is  appropriate  If  grazing  occurs,  it  is  preferable  in 
the  non-growing  season.  We  oppose  mono-culture  plantings  of  non-native  species  like  crested 
wheatgrass.  Any  plantings  should  be  for  native  restoration  and  with  locally  native  seeds  and  plant 
material 

Special  Status  Plants 

We  ask  for  surveys  to  locate  sites  for  these  plants  Rare  plant  sites  should  not  be  grazed  and  should  be 
enclosed  Alterations  to  soils,  hydrology,  plant  community  composition,  microhabitats,  and  introduction 


of  Acotic  plants  are  all  serious  threats  and  should  be  avoided  Special  management  areas  should  be 
considered  for  such  rites  There  should  be  no  grazing  in  ACECs,  Wilderness  Areas,  or  RNAs  Monitoring 
of  special  status  plant  communities  should  be  done  a  regular  basis  and  alterations  of  management 
practices  employed  when  necessary.  Reintroduction  of  special  status  plants  should  be  done  if  they  have 
been  extirpated  from  a  site.  Again,  we  feel  that  Stephanomeria  malheurensis  needs  further  attention  to  be 
brought  back  from  the  brink  of  extinction.  We  also  feel  that  Leslie  Gulch  ACEC,  as  the  most  remarkable 
spot  of  plant  end emi city  in  the  planning  area,  should  receive  special  consideration 

Fire  Regimes 

All  of  the  native  plant  communities  in  Oregon  east  of  the  Cascades  evolved  with  regular  fires.  We 
strongly  urge  reintroduction  of  fire  to  restore  these  communities  Of  course,  care  must  be  taken  to 
prevent  an  increase  in  invasive  weeds.  Prescribed  bums  and  prescribed  wildfires  should  be  part  of  the 
plan.  Restoration  of  functioning  native  ecosystems  should  be  the  driving  force  in  management  decisions, 
not  commodity  concerns  for  grazing 

Recreation/Off  Road  Vehicles 

Threats  from  ORV  recreation  are  serious.  ORV’s  should  be  tightly  controlled.  Districts  should  be  closed 
to  uncontrolled  ORV  use.  ORV  use  should  be  restricted  only  to  designated  trail  systems.  Introduction  of 
non-native,  noxious  weeds  are  a  major  concern  Cleaning  of  vehicles  should  be  required  on  all  trail 
systems.  Trails  should  be  regularly  monitored  for  escaped  exotics  and  aggressive  suppression  with 
Integrated  Pest  Management  employed.  Horses,  llamas,  and  other  livestock  use  should  be  monitored  so 
as  to  not  introduce  pests 

Cultural  Plants 

Surveys  should  be  done  for  plants  that  Native  Americans  used  Consultations  with  the  appropriate  tribes 
should  be  performed  Restoration  of  impacted  cultural  plant  communities  should  be  part  of  the  plan. 
Protection  of  other  cultural  resources  from  grazing  impacts  should  be  implemented  and  consultation  with 
the  State  Historic  Preservation  Office  obtained  and  compliance  with  the  National  Historic  Preservation 
Act  assured. 

Noxious  Weeds 

NPSO  perceives  this  as  a  huge  issue  We  ask  for  mapping  of  problem  areas  and  aggressive  control  with 
Integrated  Pest  Management. 

Management  Resources/Monitoring  Resources 

Too  often  we  have  seen  management  plans  abandoned  when  fiscal  resources  are  scarce  in  the  Agency. 

We  ask  that  if  you  do  not  have  the  fiscal  resources  to  adequately  plan,  implement,  and  monitor  any  part 
of  the  grazing  activities  in  this  plan,  that  grazing  not  take  place 
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Sincerely, 

Stuart  G  Garrett,  MD 
East  side  Conservation  Chair 
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received 


Ed  Singleton,  Vale  District  Manager 
Vale  Distnct  BLM  Office 
100  Oregon  Street 
Vale,  OR  97918 


FEB  2  2  1993 

VALE  DISTRICT  BLM 


2-17-99 


Dear  Mr  Singleton; 


February  19,  1999 


Ed  Singleton,  Vale  District  Manager 
Vale  District  BLM  Office 
100  Crecon  Street 
Vale,  Oregon  9 "’9 3 Q 
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Strict 
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I  have  become  aware  that  you  are  taking  comments  on  the  Southeast  Oregon 
Resource  Management  Plan  until  sometime  in  early  March,  and  would  like 
to  take  this  opportunity  to  add  my  thoughts 

I  urge  you  to  take  a  very  close  look  at  Alternative  D,  and  reject  Alternative 
C.  Alternative  D  excludes  livestock  grazing  from 

•  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers,  such  as  the  Biitzen  and  Owyhee 

•  Riparian  areas 

•  Critical  fish  and  wildlife  habitat 

•  Areas  of  critical  environmental  concern. 

•  WSA 

•  Grazing  allotments  in  “fair”  or  “poor”  condition. 

1  have  lived  and  worked  in  Eastern  Oregon  most  of  my  life. . .  now  sliding 
along  towards  50  years.  The  public  lands  that  I  have  hunted,  hiked,  and 
recreated  for  all  these  years  are  being  altered  before  my  very  eyes. 
Drainage’s  I  used  to  hike  are  now  devoid  of  water  and  all  riparian  cover  due 
to  the  drastic  and  continued  cattle  grazing  that  the  BLM,  and  USFS  seems  to 
not  want  to  regulate,  or  even  take  issue  with.  There  are  localities  that  I 
helped  restore  while  working  for  the  USFS  in  the  early  80’s  that  I  have 
recently  revisited  only  to  find  total  cattle  devastation.  So,  please  accept  my 
comments,  and  choose  Alternative  D 

Most  environmental  restoration  happens  at  the  speed  of  nature  Which  is  to 
say,  damnably  slow  . .  it  can  use  your  help. 


John  Laing 


Sincerely. 


Fe:  Southeast  Oregon  Pesource  Management  Plan  TIS 

Dear  Mr.  Sinoleton, 

I  am  writino  to  comment  on  the  draft  "Southeast  Orecon  Pesource 
Maracement  Flan/Fnvironmental  Impact  Statement"  (hereinafter 
"EIS " ) ,  which  lays  out  options  for  managing  6.3  million  acres 
of  BLM  land  in  Southeastern  Oregon.  This  enormous  area  has 
tremendous  potential  for  low- impact  recreational  use,  with  its 
spectacular  vistas,  scenic  rivers,  and  unioue  natural  landscape. 
This  vast  area  is  also  of  creat  importance  for  plant  species, 
fish  and  wildlife  which  are  uniouely  adapted  to  this  hi^h 
desert  environment.  The  area  contains  critical  habitat' for 
species  of  concern  such  as  the  rare  kit  fox,  Lahontan  cutthroat 
trout,  sage  grouse,  bull  trout,  and  inland  redband  trout. 

I  uroe  BLM  tc  choose  an  improved  Alternative  P,  as  opoosed  to 
Alternative  C,  which  is  the  preferred  alternative.  Alternative 
r  best  accomplishes  the  FIS’s  primary  roal  of  "developing 
management  practices  that  ensure  the  long-term  sustainability 
of  healthy  and  productive  land,  consistent  with  the  principles 
of  ecosyster  management."  It  would  meet  this  goal  by: 

(1)  de- emphasizing  fire  suppression.  Prescribed  burns 

are  often  needed  to  rehabj  1  itet**  ?nfested  areas  and  restore 

native  plant  populations. 

(2)  emphasizing  low-impact  recreation,  with  less  developed 
facilities.  This  alternative  would  also  rehabilitate  or  close 
sites  where  resource  values  are  jeopardized  by  overuse. 

(3)  proposing  28?. 2  miles  of  rivers  and  streams  for  wild 
and  scenic  status,  which  would  provide  adeouate  nrotection  for 
these  rivers  and  their  riparian  zones  froir  humar  disturbances 
such  as  mining,  dams,  cattle  orazino,  and  developed  recreational 
uses.  Alternative  C,  which  proposes  adding  only  34  river  miles 
to  the  system,  is  entirely  inadequate  in  this  respect. 

(4)  increasing  acreaae  in  Areas  of  Critical  Environmental 
Concern  at  Castle  Pock,  alone*  the  Owyhee  Piver,  and  at  Steens 
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Mountain,  and  prooosino  numerous  smaller  protective  designations 
for  selected  native  plant  cormunities  throughout  the  planning 
area. 


(5)  rehabilitating  or  closing  sites  where  resource  values 
are  jeonardized  by  overuse. 

(6)  emphasizing  reductions  of  authorized  livestock  use 
where  monitoring  shows  a  need  to  reduce  grazing  impacts. 

I  do  not  feel  that  the  draft  FIS  explores  the  full  ranoe  of 
alternatives  as  required  by  NFPA.  More  specifically ,  Alterna¬ 
tive  D  should  Le  strengthened  to  exclude  erasing  from  riparian 
areas,  critical  habitat  and  sensitive  areas,  VTilderness  Study 
Areas,  and  grazing  allotments  in  fair  or  poor  condition. 

Sincerely, 


Karen  Jeanne  Sjooren 


cc:  Jir  Kenna 

Burns  District  BLM  Office 


NavUlus  PressecE.vEo 
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VALE  DISTRICT  BLM 


February  18, 1999 

Ed  Singleton,  Vale  District  Mgr 
Vale  District  BLM 
100  Oregon  St. 

Vale,  OR  97918 

Dear  Mr.  Singleton: 

As  the  author  and  publisher  of  outdoor  guidebooks  covering  Southeast  Oregon,  I  would  like  to 
comment  on  your  proposed  Southeast  Oregon  Resource  Management  Plan,  and  urge  you  to  adopt 
a  revised  version  of  Alternative  D  that  decreases  cattle  grazing  and  increases  the  emphasis  on 
non-motor ized  recreation. 

I  have  hiked  extensively  through  the  Steens  Mountain,  Alvord  Desert,  Pueblo  Mountain. 
Sheepshead,  and  Owyhee  River  areas  in  researching  my  books,  and  have  come  to  the  conclusion 
that  the  long-term  economic  health  of  the  Harney  County  area  will  rely  on  leaving  the  natural 
treasures  in  an  environmentally  healthy  condition,  in  order  to  attract  non-damaging  ecotourism. 
Already,  bed-and -breakfasts,  guide  services,  and  Malheur-area  bird  watching-related  industries 
have  become  a  large  part  of  the  area's  economy,  while  cattle  and  mining  continue  to  decline. 

I  urge  you  to  recognize  this  trend,  direct  ecotourism  development  into  non-damaging  channels, 
and  preserve  the  natural  resource  base,  by: 

-  Moving  aggressively  toward  the  elimination  of  cattle  grazing  on  Steens  Mountain  and  all 
roadless  public  lands. 

-  Actively  pursuing  land  acquisition  or  land  trades  to  eliminate  private  landholdings  on 
Steens  Mountain  and  roadless  areas. 

-  Banning  snowmobiles  from  Steens  Mountain  and  eliminating  ATVs  and  other  motorized 
vehicles  on  the  Alvord  Desert  and  other  roadless  lands. 

-  Allowing  natural  fires  to  take  their  course. 

-  Protecting  all  n parian  areas  (especially  all  forks  of  the  Donner  und  Blitzen  River  on  Steens 
Mountain),  notably  by  eliminating  livestock  grazing. 


Cc:  Craig  Hansen,  Bums  BLM 
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Nicholas  L.  Kenney,  DDS,  PC 

McKenzie  Dental  Center 
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February  18,  1999 


Ed  Singleton 

Vale  District  BLM  Office 
100  Oregon  St 
Vale,  OR  97918 


Dear  Mr  Singleton, 


I  am  writing  in  regard  to  the  Southeast  Oregon 
Resource  Management  Plan  (SEORMP) ,  which  is  now  under 
discussion  and  the  management  alternatives  which  the  BLM  are 
now  considering  for  adoption. 

It  is  my  understanding  that  management  alternative  C 
is  currently  the  BLM 1 s  preferred  alternative.  As  an 
interested  and  concerned  sportsman/conservationist  I  feel 
that  alternative  C  does  not  adequately  protect  the 
critical  riparian  and  other  environmental  areas  that  are 
essential  for  optimal  fish  and  wildlife  management. 

During  recent  conversations  with  several  associates 
who  have  hunted  and  fished  in  the  Steens  Mts  and  Owyhee 
Canyonlands  for  many  years,  it  became  apparent  that  the 
single  issue  which  we  considered  most  important  was  that 
related  to  cattle  grazing.  We  would  like  to  see  less  of 
it. 


I  would  like  to 
This  plan  comes  much 
ecosystem  management 


voice  my  support  for  alternative  D. 
closer  to  truly  meeting  the  SEORMP ’s 
goals . 


Sincerely, 


Nicholas 


PC 


Ed  Singleton.  Vale  District  Manager 
Vale  District  BLM  Office 
100  Oregon  Street 
Vale.  OR  97918 

Dear  Mr.  Singleton. 

I  am  writing  to  you  today  in  regards  to  the  BLM  s  ’Southeast  Oregon  Resource 
Management  Plan*.  I  wanted  to  express  my  concern  to  you  regarding  which  plan  I  feel  would 
better  serve  the  environment. 

Sir,  I  am  urging  you  and  the  BLM  to  reject  Alternative  C,  and  instead  asking  you  choose 
a  * strengthened  Alternative  CT  that  exdudes  livestock  grazing  from: 

*  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers,  such  as  the  Blitzen  and  Owyhee  Rivers; 

*  Riparian  areas 

*  Critical  fish  and  wildlife  habitat; 

*  Areas  of  Critical  Environmental  Concern; 

*  Wilderness  study  areas;  and 

*  Grazing  allotments  in  "fair"  or  "poor"  condition 

The  “adaptive  management,"  upon  which  this  plan  is  heavily  reliant,  is  no  substitute  for 
objective  standards  and  guidelines;  without  constant,  on-the-g round,  adaptive  management 
may  only  lead  to  further  resource  degradation.  Further,  adaptive  management  allows  for  a 
degree  of  latitude  that  is  unacceptable  in  a  major  planning  document  such  as  the  SEORMP 

Alternative  *C*  which  your  agency  ts  considering  has  the  following  dire  impacts  on  the 

land 

*  Fails  to  call  for  any  livestock  grazing  reductions,  even  when  resource  damage  occurs; 

*  Allows  3,000  cows  to  continue  grazing  along  the  WBd  and  Scenic  Blitzen  River,  contrary  to 
agency  scientists’  recommendations; 

*  Nominates  only  43  out  of  289  river  mites  that  are  eligible  for  Wild  and  Scenic  River  status. 

*  Proposes  a  Steens  Mountain  National  Conservation  Area,  but  makes  no  changes  to  grazing 
management  there; 

*  Leaves  the  overwhelming  majority  of  the  planning  area  (3  8  million  acres)  open  to  off-road 
vehicle  use.  white  dosing  less  than  1%  of  the  area  (22.000  acres)  to  ORVs. 
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•  Relies  on  controversial  "adaptive  management."  a  tool  the  BLM  has  used  in  the  past  to  justify 
allowing  livestock  operators  to  graze  beyond  the  limits  of  the  their  permits;  and 

*  Fails  to  satisfy  the  SEORMP's  stated  intent  to  adhere  to  ecosystem  management  principles 

If  the  BLM  intends  to  protea  these  6  3  miron  acres  for  future  generations.  It  MUST  choose  a 
strengthened  Alternative  D  Sir.  I  urge  you  to  choose  a  strong  Alternative  D.  Thank  you  for  your 
time 

Smcereiy, 

Stephanie  A  Cobb 


L-040 


DECEIVED 

Dr.  Mtttfxr  Hendaroon  FEB  2  2  1999 

Vale  DISTRICT  BLM 

February  19,  1999 

Ed  Singleton 
Vale  District  Manager 
Vale  District  BLM  Office 
100  Oregon  Street 
Vale,  OR  97918 

>  * 

Dear  Mr.  Singleton, 

I  understand  that  the  BLM  has  chosen  Alternative  C  as  its  “preferred 
alternative"  for  the  SEORMP,  and  1  am  writing  to  voice  my  strong  objections 
to  that  alternative.  I  urge  the  BLM  to  adopt  Alternative  D  instead;  this 
approach  would  far  better  support  the  ecosystem  in  this  southeast  Oregon 
area.  Moreover,  alternative  D  should  be  amended  to  curtail  livestock 
grazing  even  more  than  it  now  does.  Only  in  this  way  will  the  BLM  protect 
these  areas  genuinely  and  responsibly. 

1  have  been  visiting  southeast  Oregon  regularly  ever  since  the  1970s,  when  1 
was  in  high  school  1  first  made  trips  there  with  a  group  of  student 
researchers  from  OMSI  in  Portland;  we  were  rehabilitating  injured  birds  of 
prey  at  the  Portland  Zoo  and,  though  OMSI's  student  research  center, 
conducting  raptor  territory  and  population  studies  in  eastern  Oregon  so  as  to 
determine  the  best  areas  to  release  our  healed  and  rehabbed  birds.  I've  hiked 
the  craggy  canyons  of  the  Owyhee,  camped  near  Steens  Mtn.,  looked  for 
great  horned  owl  and  prairie  falcon  nests,  listened  to  the  prairie  grouse  call, 
and  generally  cherished  this  wild  part  of  Oregon  most  of  my  life.  I  have 
also  watched  as  overgrazing  and  riparian  damage  from  livestock  have  slowly 
eroded  the  integrity  of  so  much  of  these  fragile  desert  ecosystems. 

For  years  I  have  been  deeply  concerned  about  the  reticence  of  many  branches 
of  the  federal  government  to  place  real  and  lasting  limits  on  grazing  in 
eastern  Oregon.  At  last,  you  have  a  chance  to  do  this:  don't  blow  it!  I  urge 
you  to  adopt  an  augmented  alternative  D  that,  irjaddition  to  its  current 
provisions,  excludes  livestock  grazing  from:all  wilderness  study  areas  and 
"Areas  of  Critical  Environmental  Concern,"  riparian  and  other  wildlife/fish 
habitat  areas;  a]]  the  Wild  and  Scenic  River-eligible  miles  of  the  Blitzen  and 
Owyhee  Rivers;  and  any  areas  that  are  not  in  good  condition. 

The  BLM  needs  to  take  up  the  mantle  of  land  stewardship  and  protect  these 
areas  more  aggressively,  with  rules  that  will  stick.  You  know  as  well  as  1 
that  true  protection  will  not  work  any  other  way.  Thank  you. 
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Ed  Singleton,  Vale  District  Manager 


Vale  District  BLM  Office 
100  Oregon  Street 
Vale,  OR  97918 

Feb.  18,1999 

Dear  Mr.  Singleton, 


RECEIVED 

FEB  2  2  1999 

VALE  DISTRICT  BLM 


Please  consider  these  comments  part  of  the  official  public  record  of  testimony  regarding 
the  SEORMP.  I  vacation  and  travel  extensively  in  Southeast  Oregon  for  several  weeks 
every  year  and  consider  myself  a  stakeholder  impacted  by  management  decisions. 

My  extensive  explorations  have  revealed  cows  to  be  the  most  damaging  influence  on  high 
desert  ecosystems.  I  am  disappointed  that  BLM  continues  to  serve  the  cattle  industry 
rather  than  the  public  qt  larae,  CJearlv  cows  need  lobe  forever  removed  fpironiihlicJanHs 
and  those  lands  need  restoration  to  native  conditions.  The  least  your  agency  could  do 
would  be  to  remove  cattle  from  riparian  zones,  WSA’s,  areas  of  critical  habitat  or 
sensitivity. 


I  am  enclosing  a  poem  I  wrote  a  few  years  ago  after  one  of  my  desert  sojourns. 
Thank  you  for  considering  my  comments. 

Sincerely, 


Susanna  DeFazio 
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RECEIVED 

FEB  2  2  1999 

VALE  DISTRICT  BLM 

Harry  L.  Smith 


Mr.  Gary  Cooper 
BLM,  Vale  District  Office 
1 00  ( )rcgon  St. 

Vale,  OR  97918 


Dear  Mr.  Cooper: 

The  following  are  my  personal  comments  to  the  Draft  Edition  of  the  Southeast  Oregon 
Resource  Management  Plan/Environmcnta!  Impact  Statement. 

The  first  few  of  these  comments  are  general  m  nature  based  on  the  section,  "Desired 
Range  of  Future  Conditions,'  Chapter  3-2  I  Tits  section  gives  a  "Chrystal  Hall”  picture  tor 
the  next  50  to  100  years  tor  a  wide  range  ot  resources  and  uses.  Two  statements  indicate  a 
desired  change  trom  the  past  and  current  management  so  greater  emphasis  will  be  required 
in  the  future.  The  first  of  these  is:  "Western  jumper  generally  occurs  in  low  density,..." 
Juniper  in  some  areas  appear  to  have  dominated  sites  that  do  not  have  the  "old  growth 
characteristics."  Active  control  is  needed  to  prevent  continued  spread  of  tills  resource 
dominating  plant. 

I  he  second  statement  is  regarding  noxious  weeds:  "cxisung  large  infestations  are 
declining."  To  date  little  effort  is  being  directed  toward  Scotch  Thistle  which  has  been  a 
growing  problem  for  40  years.  Only  recently  has  there  been  any  type  of  control  and  then 
only  if  grazing  permittees  bear  nearly  50%  of  the  cost.  This  weed  will  have  lo  be  attacked 
with  much  more  effort  than  currently  or  some  special  slants  plant  communities  will  be  in 
danger  of  being  crowed  out  by  this  invader 

A  final  comment  for  this  DRFC  section  is  that  a  major  use  of  this  vast  resource  has  been 
totally  ignored  Livestock  grazing  is  a  major  economic  use  which  historically  led  lo  Ihc 
development  of  the  culture  and  customs  of  the  region.  Other  sections  include  this  use  but 
only  as  long  as  they  are  "consistent  with  other  resource  objectives  and  public  land  use 
allocations  Chapter  3-94  goes  on  to  lead  one  to  conclude  that  an  effort  is  being  made  to 
reduce  this  use  when  it  is  stated,  "The  Current  grazing  levels  would  be  maintained  until 
analysis  or  evaluation  ...  identifies  a  need  for  adjustment  to  meet  objectives  "  What  part 
will  permittees  have  m  this  evaluation  process?  Are  there  allotments  already  on  the  list  for 
reduction  of  grazing  capacity  but  not  presented  m  this  document? 


tractor"  as  the  trencher  will  disturb  the  soil  less  and  make  it  possible  to  lav  PVC  pipe  lor  a 
longer  service  installation 

The  introduction  to  the  tjregon  Trail  ACEC-Keeney  Pass  Segment  gives  a  glowing  report 
ol  the  area  on  Chapter  3-147;  "The  rolling  hills,  covered  with  sagebrush,  grasses  and  dust 
have  changed  little  since  the  emigrants  passed  through  this  countiy  and  contribute  to  the 
overall  scenic  and  recreational  value."  &  "The  segment  at  Keeney  Pass  covers  a  total  of  1 
mile  of  intermittent  ruts,  100  feet  to  0.5  mile  long.  These  ruts  arc  all  that  remain  of  the 
original  route  crossing  8  miles  of  i  1 1  ..VI  land. "  With  Keeney  Pass  as  the  only  ruts  lo  view 
and  its  hiking  trail  for  viewing  the  trail  behind  and  ahead,  what  is  the  advantage  to  the 
proposed  ACEC  designation  if  the  characteristics  "have  changed  little  since  the  emigrants 
passed  through?" 

I  he  alternatives  presented  for  this  section,  however,  raise  some  questions  as  to  the 
management  of  the  area  but  arc  vague  as  to  what  they  are.  Alternative  A  on  Chapter  3- 
1 48  states.  "Where  adverse  impacts  are  identified,  existing  livestock  use  would  be  adjusted 
using  a  variety  ot  methods  including  fencing,  reduction  in  livestock  numbers,  and  changes 
in  grazing  season  "  Have  adverse  impacts  been  identified  and  if  so,  what  are  they  and  why 
have  they  not  been  discussed  with  those  with  permits  in  this  alottment?  Alternative  B  also 
on  Chapter  3-148  makes  the  statement  in  the  Rationale:  "Existing  management  to  date  has 
generally  maintained  some  of  the  values  of  the  area.  ”  Again,  problems  in  the  area  arc 
hinted  at  hut  none  have  been  mentioned  Alternative  C  on  Chapter  3-149  under 
Rationale,  again,  refers  to  partially  protected  values  and  continues,  "...additional  acreage 
and  the  proposed  management  tor  minerals,  plant  collecting,  and  livestock  would  more 
adequately  protect  the  relevant  and  important  values."  What  problems  are  being  referred 
to  and  what  changes  in  management  are  being  proposed?  As  previously  stated,  from  my 
point  of  view,  the  use  of  OHV  for  hill  climbing  has  created  more  resource  damage  than  ail 
other  uses  in  this  corridor  I  cannot  accept  or  agree  to  new  livestock  management  until  the 
problems  arc  presented  and  the  changes  discussed.  The  current  grazing  svstem  has  been  in 
place  for  nearly  1 0  years  and  was  developed  thntugh  previous  experience  from  the  AMP 
ihat  has  been  in  place  since  1982. 

Visual  resource  objectives  for  the  proposed  Oregon  Trail  ACEC-Keeney  Pass  Segment 
also  seem  questionable  due  to  the  extensive  improvements  already  in  place.  The  various 
alternatives  calls  for  either  Class  II  ot  a  combination  ol  Class  UTIL  Since  Class  II 
"represents  the  minimum  level  of  VRM  for  Wilderness  Study  Areas"  it  does  not  seem 
appropriate  for  this  class  to  be  designated  lor  any  pait  of  this  site  due  to  the  extensive 
improvements  in  the  area. 


J  he  alternatives  under  Rangeland/Cirazing  Use  describe  additional  grazing  authorization 
called  1  emporaiy  NonrenewaWe  (TNR).  There  are  times  when  this  would  be  beneficial  to 
the  range  in  preventing  rank,  unpalatable  lorage  and  reducing  fire  danger.  However,  the 
guidelines  for  this  TNR  use  have  not  been  found  in  this  draft.  1  feel  these  guidelines  need 
lo  be  included  in  this  document  so  all  can  determine  when  the  conditions  apply  for  this 
additional  grazing. 

The  mam  protion  of  my  comments  will  be  directed  to  the  proposed  Oregon  T  rail  ACEC- 
Keeney  Pqss  Segment.  This  section  was  included  when  C ongress  designated  the  Oregon 
I  rail  as  a  National  Historic  Trail  in  1978.  This  document  is  contradictory  as  lo  the  width 
of  this  segment  The  following  references  state  the  cotridnr  is  1 H  mile,  1 320  ft  ,  or  660  ft 
each  way  from  the  center  in  width;  Chapter  3-103,  147,  and  148  Chapter  3-147  also 
refers  to  a  0.5  mile  corridor.  1  remember  a  1320  ft.  corridor  from  the  discussions  at  the 
time  the  1981  NPS  Oregon  Trail  Management  Plan  was  developed 

I  also  remember  it  being  reported  that  as  a  part  of  the  management  of  this  Historic  Trail; 
the  Keeney  Pass  Interpretive  Site  would  be  developed,  signs  and  markers  for  the  trail 
would  be  installed,  and  Off  Highway  Vehicle  use  for  climbing  the  hills  in  or  along  the 
corridor  would  be  stopped  so  the  hillsides  could  heel.  During  a  drive  through  this  section 
of  the  Oregon  Trail,  it  will  be  obvious  that  the  first  two  items  have  been  accomplished,  in 
fact  the  interpretive  site  has  been  enlarged,  but  no  seeming  effort  has  been  attempted  to 
stop  the  hill  climbing  When  asked  about  it  several  years  ago,  BLM  personnel  said  they 
didn't  have  the  tunds  for  this  effort.  Are  more  tunds  going  to  be  available  in  the  future? 

The  current  proposal  to  designate  this  Oregon  frail  corridor  (1320  feel  in  width  and 
covering  1032  acres)  an  ACEC  with  an  expansion  to  3179  acres  presents  a  number  of 
problems  and  raises  the  question  ii  it  even  qualifies.  As  the  area  was  being  studied,  it 
became  apparent  that  the  maps  ol  Ihc  area  were  very  ciromous  as  to  the  location  of  roads 
and  range  improvements.  Improvcmcnls  in  this  corridor  include:  Lvtle  Boulevard,  a  2  lane 
asphalt  county  road,  i  uns  the  entire  length  of  the  4  miles;  a  Creslod  Wheat  seeding  has 
been  established  on  the  southwest  side  of  Lytle  Boulevard  and  a  fence  separates  the 
seeding  from  the  annual  grassland  (termed  "native  pasture")  on  the  other  side  of  the  road, 

6  stock  water  tanks  and  a  wildlife  guzzler  arc  located  in  this  designated  area,  water 
distribution  lines  run  about  50%  of  the  corridor  length  and  cross  the  corridor  3  times,  and  a 
livestock  corral  is  also  located  in  the  area. 

All  these  improvements  plus  the  Keeney  Pass  Interpretive  Site  mean  that  there  will  be 
constant  maintenance  in  this  area  with  various  degrees  of  disturbance  taking  place. 

.Another  maintenance  project  needed  along  this  entire  corridor  is  control  of  the  tiuck  stands 
of  Scotch  Thistle  which  are  becoming  a  greater  eye  sore  than  the  OHV  hill  diming  ruts. 
Appendices  -  414  gives  authourity  to  carry  on  this  mamtcnancc  by  stating  "Normal 
maintenance  of  existing  projects  and  new  projects  will  occur,  as  consistent  with  original 
design,  through  the  life  of  the  plan  in  order  to  support  authorized  uses  of  public  land." 
Appendices  -  415  provides  guidelines  for  pipeline  maintenance  which  should  be  amended 
lo  include  the  use  of  a  pipe  trencher  along  with  "a  modified  ripper  tooth  mounted  on  a 


Finally.  I  propose  that  the  existing  Oregon  National  I  fistoric  1  rad  at  its  1320  If.  width  be 
designated  as  a  Special  Recreation  Management  Area  instead  of  the  proposed  enlarged 
area  for  the  ACEC.  This  would  be  in  keeping  with  the  existing  corridor  and  interpretive 
site  and  recognize  that  the  balance  of  the  area  has  already  been  developed  beyond  what 
should  be  designated  an  ACEC. 

This  concludes  my  comments,  concerns,  and  questions  regarding  the  Draft  Edition  of  the 
Southeast  Oregon  Resource  Management  PlatvEnvironmental  Impact  Statement.  It  is  my 
hope  that  you  can  sec  these  items  as  I  do  and  make  the  changes  in  the  plan  that  have  been 
suggested.  I  would  especially  like  lo  have  the  questions  that  the  draft  plan  raised  to  be 
addressed  in  the  final  plan  or  answered  directly  to  me  personally.  If  anv  of  the  items  need 
clarification,  please  contact  me  lor  further  review. 

1  hank  y  ou  for  your  consideration  of  these  comments. 


Sincerely, 


Harry  L.  Smith 


Since  there  is  a  desire  to  prevent  any  timber  development  in  the  proposed  Oregon  Trail 
ACEC-Keeney  Pass  Segment,  I  propose  that  Map  OHV-3;  Off  Highway  Vehicle  Areas- 
AJlcmativc  C  and  Map  Land-1:  Preferred  Alternative  Right  of  Wav  Avoidance  Areas  he 
followed  rather  than  the  ACEC  designation.  This  approach  would  provide  the  limitation 
for  new  roads  and  other  disturbances  that  would  require  BLM  approval.  A  No  Surface 
( iccupancy  designation  could  also  be  made  lo  prevent  the  disturbance  of  this  area  for 
energy  and  mineral  resource  development. 
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RECEIVED 

FEB  2  3  t9gg 

VALE  DISTRICT  BLM 


Mark  Davis 


February  19,  1999 

Ed  Singleton,  Vale  District  Manager 
Vale  District  BLM  Office 
100  Oregon  Street 
Vale,  OR  979  IS 

Re:  Draft  SEORMP/EIS 

Dear  Mr  Singleton: 

1  would  like  to  make  the  following  comments  on  the  draft  Southeast  Oregon  Resource 
Management  Plan  For  too  long  the  emphasis  in  this  region  has  been  on  commodity-oriented 
management  We  need  to  stop  the  abuse  of  the  land  that  would  result  from  further  grazing  and 
mining  activities. 

Of  the  alternatives  offered  1  find  positive  elements  in  both  ‘D’  and  ‘E.’  While  I  would  prefer  the 
land  to  be  returned  to  a  natural  state  as  suggested  in  ‘E\  given  the  damage  that  it  has  already 
incurred,  I  suspect  this  alternative  is  not  the  best  choice  Therefore,  I  support  the  general 
principles  embodied  in  ‘D\  However,  I  believe  this  choice  could  be  improved  by  excluding 
grazing  from  the  alternative. 

Thank  you  for  considering  my  opinions  on  this  matter 
Sincerel)' 

Mark  Davis 


e/ve0 


v**23®39 


Ed  Singleton,  Vale  District  Manager 
Vale  District  BLM  Office 
100  Oregon  Street 
Vale,  Oregon  97918 

Dear  Mr.  Singleton: 

I  am  writing  with  respect  to  the  Southeast  Oregon  Resource  Management 
Plan/Environmental  Impact  Statement,  recently  released  by  the  Bureau 
of  Land  Management. 

A  major  concern  that  I  have  about  all  five  alternatives  in  SEORMP  is 
that  none  designate  specific  protections  for  any  lands  in  the  6.2 
million  acres  of  high  desert  public  land  covered  by  the  plan.  Among 
specific  lands  that  should  be  explicitly  protected  are: 

-  lands  in  riparian  areas, 

-  areas  providing  critical  habitat  for  wildlife, 

-  areas  that  are  particularly  susceptible  to  environmental 
disruption, 

-  lands  upon  which  grazing  is  currently  permitted  that  have 
become  severely  degraded,  and 

-  Wilderness  Study  Areas. 

My  understanding  is  that  BLM  currently  favors  adopting  Alternative  C, 
out  of  the  five  alternative  plans  which  SEORMP  lists.  Alternative  C 
seems  to  endorse  a  strategy  of  "adaptive  resource  management."  This 
strategy  has  the  advantage  of  allowing  resource  managers  to  respond 
flexibly  to  changing  conditions.  However,  since  Alternative  C  does  not 
provide  explicit  planning  and  management  criteria  for  sensitive  lands 
(such  as  those  mentioned  above),  the  the  very  immediacy  of  decision 
making  which  this  strategy  confers  could  place  critical  resources  in 
jeopardy.  Short-term  considerations  could  readily  prevail  over 
long-term  goods. 

I  believe  Alternative  D  is  more  attuned  to  conservation  than  to 
resource  extraction.  I  would  urge  you  to  modify  Alternative  D  to 
include  explicit  protections  for  particular  sensitive  areas,  and  I 
would  further  urge  that  you  adopt  an  Alternative  D  that  has  been  so 
modified . 

Thank  you  for  your  attention. 


Sincere ly. 
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Ed  Singleton,  Vale  District  Manager 
Vale  District  BLM  Office 
100  Oregon  Street 
Vale,  OR  97918 

Sir, 


RECEIVED 
FEB  2  4  1999 
VALE  DISTRICT  BLM 

Kb- 

V*L£ 


Concerning  the  Southeast  Oregon  Resource  Management  Plan  The  SEORMP  fails  to  explore 
the  full  range  of  alternatives  as  required  by  NEJ*A. 

I  ask  that  you  drop  Alternative  C  as  the  preferred  alternative!  While  Alternative  C  attempts  to 
"do  it  all,"  this  management  option  is  seriously  flawed  Alternative  C: 

*  frjk  10  ^  f°r  “>y  livestock  grazing  reductions,  even  when  resource  damage  occurs, 

*  allows  3,000  cows-to  continue  grazing  along  tlie  Wild  and  Scenic  Btttzen  River,  contrary  to 
agency  scientists'  recommendations, 

*  nominates  only  43  out  of  289  river  miles  that  are  eligible  for  Wild  and  Scenic  River  status, 

*  proposes  a  Steens  Mountain  National  Conservation  Area,  but  makes  no  changes  to  grazing 
management  there, 

*  leaves  the  overwhelming  majority  of  the  planning  area  (3.8  million  acres)  open  to  ofT-road 
vehicle  use.  while  closing  less  than  1%  of  the  area  (22,000  acres)  to  OR  Vs, 

*  relies  on  controversial  "adaptive  management,"  a  tool  the  BLM  has  used  in  the  past  to  justify 
allowing  livestock  operators  to  graze  beyond  the  limits  of  the  their  permits,  and 

fails  to  satisfy  the  SEORMP's  stated  intent  to  adhere  to  ecosystem  management 
principles 


Once  again,  1  urge  the  BLM  to  reject  Alternative  C  and  instead  choose  a  ’strengthened 
Alternative  D*  that  excludes  livestock  grazing  from: 

*  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers,  such  as  the  Blhzen  and  Owyhee  Rivers, 

*  Riparian  areas, 

*  Critical  fish  and  wildlife  habitat, 

’  Areas  of  Critical  Environmental  Concern; 

*  Wilderness  study  areas,  and 

*  Grazing  allotments  in  "fisir"  or  "poor"  condition 


2)  The  "adaptive  management,"  upon  which  this  plan  is  heavily  reliant,  is  no  substitute  for 
objective  standards  and  guidelines.  Without  constant,  on-the-ground  monitoring,  adaptive 
management  will  only  lead  to  further  resource  degradation  Further,  adaptive  management 
allows  for  a  degree  of  latitude  that  is  unacceptable  in  a  major  planning  document  such  as  the 
SEORMP 


A  strengthened  and  improved  Alternative  D  is  the  BLMs  -  and  the  land's  -  best  bet  Alternative 
D  comes  much  closer  to  meeting  the  SEORMP's  ecosystem  management  goals 
Alternative  D  would 

*  allow  for  reductions  in  livestock  grazing  levels; 

’  emphasize  undeveloped  types  of  recreation. 


L-051 


•  de-emphasize  fire  suppression, 

j  restore  or  close  recreation  sites  where  natural  values  are  jeopardized  by  overuse, 

*  add  26  new  Areas  of  Critical  Environmental  Concern,  totaling  191,000  acres, 

’  propose  289  river  miles  for  federal  WUd  and  Scenic  River  status 

Still.  Alternative  D  needs  improvement  It  fails  to  set  reasonable  limits  on  livestock  grazing  and 
would  allow  for  the  continued  degradation  of  cherished  wild  places  such  as  Steens  Mountain  and 
the  Alvord  Desert 

If  you  intend  to  protect  these  6.3  million  acres  for  future  generations,  you  MUST  choose  a 
strengthened  Alternative  D 


Please  add  my  comments  to  your  plan  and  please  write  to  me  your  plans  concerning  the  future  of 
our  publicly  owned  BLM  lands 


Sincerely  Donald  Fontenot 
Cascadia  Forest  Alliance 


Cc 

Jim  Kenna 


REcE/ve0 

*8*4  1SS9 

“““sroerau, 


February  22,  1999 

Ed  Singleton,  Vale  District  Manager 
Vale  District  BLM  Office 
100  Oregon  Street 
Vale,  OR  97918 

Dear  Mr.  Singleton, 

I  am  writing  to  urge  the  BLM  to  reject  Alternative  C  and  instead  select  a  strengthened 
Alternative  D  that  excludes  livestock  grazing  from  critical  fish  and  wildlife  habitat, 
wilderness  study  areas,  wild  and  scenic  rivers,  areas  of  critical  environmental  concern 
and  any  grazing  allotments  in  fair  or  poor  condition 

My  husband  and  1  v  isited  the  beautiful  Steens  Mountain  a  few  years  ago  I  would  like  to 
see  this  and  all  other  Oregon  areas  protected  from  livestock  grazing  It  saddens  me  to 
know  of  the  damage  already  done  by  livestock  grazing  and  for  what  purpose  did  it  serve1 

Adaptive  management  is  no  substitute  for  real  standards  and  guidelines  Constant,  on- 
the-ground  monitoring  is  a  necessity 

Thank  you  for  helping  protect  and  restore  Oregon's  High  Desert 
Sincerely, 

Brenda  Felber 

c  Craig  Hansen,  Bums  District  Manager 
Bums  District  BLM  Office 
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February  17, 1999 

Mr  Ed  Singleton 
Vale  District  Manager 
100  Oregon  St. 

Vale,  OR  97918 

Dear  Mr.  Singleton: 

I  have  been  a  resident  of  Oregon  and  an  avid  outdoorsman  since  1960. 

Some  of  my  most  memorable  trips  have  been  to  southeast  Oregon  to  fish, 
camp  and  hunt.  I  am  writing  to  you  about  the  Southeast  Oregon  Resource 
Management  Plan  (SEORMP). 

I  believe  that  Alternative  D  will  provide  the  best  management  to  protect  the 
ecosystem  of  this  region,  preserve  unique  recreational  opportunities,  and 
reduce  the  adverse  impacts  of  grazing.  I  am  especially  concerned  about 
cattle  grazing  along  the  Wild  and  Scenic  Blitzen  River  and  continued 
grazing  on  the  fragile  slopes  of  the  magnificent  Steens.  These  are  my 
favorite  haunts  and  we  should  keep  them  as  undisturbed  and  undeveloped  as 
possible  for  future  generations  to  enjoy.  1  also  strongly  endorse  BLM’s 
plans  to  protect  that  6.3  million  acres  for  our  future. 

In  summary,  I  urge  you  to  accept  Alternative  D.  Alternative  C  does  not  do 
enough  to  protect  these  wonderful  ecosystems  and  wild  lands. 

Please  keep  me  informed  of  your  deliberations  and  decisions. 


*  ***« % 


Sincerely, 


W.  G.  Pearcy 


Cc:  C.  Hansen 
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February  22.  1999 


February  20,  1999 


Mr  Ed  Singleton  r. 

Vale  District  BLM  ^ 

100  Oregon  Street 
Vale.  Oregon  97918 

Dear  Mr  Singleton 

I  am  writing  in  response  to  the  draft  SEORMP/EIS  1  support  an  enhanced  Alternative  E  - 
Minimal  Human  Intervention  -  which  includes  the  ACEC  and  Wild  and  Scenic  River 
additions  proposed  in  Alternative  C. 

I  support  Alternative  E  in  spite  of  the  fact  that  it  would  eliminate  domestic  livestock 
grazing  I  am  not  opposed  to  properly  managed  grazing,  and  believe  that  continued 
agricultural  activity  in  the  planning  area  will  help  stabilize  long  term  land  use  patterns  I 
also  believe  that  this  would  result  in  a  net  benefit  to  natural  values 

The  key.  however,  is  in  the  term  "properly  managed"  I  have  come  to  the  point  where  1 
simply  have  no  confidence  that  the  agency  will  plan,  monitor,  and  enforce  grazing  plans 
that  safeguard  native  species  and  biological  communities,  or  even  maintain  helathy  forage 
production  Until  that  capability  has  been  demonstrated.  I  cannot  support  continued 
grazing  in  the  planning  area 

I  do  not  minimize  or  discount  the  difficulties  faced  by  both  your  agency  and  the  ranchers 
who  want  to  continue  grazing  You  are  no  doubt  operating  under  budgetary  and  political 
pressures,  and  the  ranchers  in  a  depressed  market  for  their  product.  Allowing  continued 
grazing  without  effective  monitoring  and  enforcement  will  not  solve  anyone's  problems, 
however  Given  that  cattle  prices  are  beyond  the  control  of  any  of  us.  there  is  a  very  real 
possibility  that  environmental  values  would  be  scrificed  in  an  attempt  to  save  the  weakest 
elements  of  an  industry  (and  land  open  range  grazing)  which  are  not  economically  viable  in 
the  long  run  in  any  case. 

In  short,  I  support  Alternative  E  not  because  I  oppose  grazing,  but  because  I  oppose  abuse 
of  the  resource  I  look  forward  to  the  time  when  the  agency  has  demonstrated  an  ability 
to  both  protect  the  resource  and  allow  responsible  grazing.  Thank  you  for  the  opportunity 
to  comment,  and  for  your  consideration  of  my  views 


f/cr 


A* 


cc  Jim  Kenna 


Ed  Singleton,  Vale  District  Manager 
Vale  District  BLM  Office 
100  Oregon  Street 
Vale,  OR  97918 

Dear  Mr.  Singleton:  * 

We  are  writing  to  you  with  regard  to  the  Southeast  Oregon 
Resource  Management  Plan.  We  believe  that  the  BLM' s  ecosystem 
management  goals  would  be  more  likely  to  be  met  with  a 
strengthened  Alternative  D  than  with  Alternative  C,  and  we  would 
like  to  make  several  comments  about  why  we  think  this  is  so. 


we  regularly  visit  Malheur  National  Wildlife  Refuge  to  bird  and 
to  take  photographs,  and  we  fish  the  Blitzen  River  whenever  we 
can.  We  do  not  understand  why  cattle  are  allowed  to  graze  along 
a  wild  and  Scenic  River.  Unlike  some  of  its  tributaries,  the 
Blitzen  is  frequently  off  color,  and  the  only  likely  explanation 
for  that  is  erosion  resulting  from  the  activity  of  cattle,  when 
we  lived  in  Colorado  we  saw  exactly  the  same  phenomenon  of  murky 
water  on  the  Colorado  River  near  Rocky  Mountain  National  Park 
because  of  cattle  ranches  upstream.  Dr.  Robert  Behnke,  a 
respected  fishery  biologist  at  Colorado  State  University,  has 
studied  the  problem  and  has  stated  on  numerous  occasions  that 
cafffe  are  the  major  threat  to  the  health  of  trout  streams  in 
arid  areas  of  the  western  United  States.  The  redband  race  of  the 
rainbow  trout  found  in  the  Blitzen  deserve  a  better  environment 
than  they  have  at  present;  let's  hope  they  don't  have  to  be 
placed  on  the  Endangered  Species  list  for  them  to  get  it. 


The  BU4  lands  belong  to  all  of  us,  not  to  just  a  few  ranchers, 
and  while  we  think  ranchers  should  be  allowed  to  graze  cattle  on 
some  of  those  lands,  it  must  be  done  in  a  responsible  fashion. 
What  is  occuring  along  the  Blit2en  at  present  is  not  responsible; 
it  is,  instead,  one  more  example  of  the  misuse  of  public  lands 
for  short  term  gain  with  little  regard  for  the  consequences. 

What  is  the  rationale  for  the  proposal  to  use  3,000  cattle  to 
restore  redband  habitat  in  the  upper  Blitzen  watershed?  We  find 
it  difficult  to  believe  that  cattle  can  play  a  positive  role  in 
restoring  watersheds  that  they  have  damaged. 


You fs  truly, 

Robert  Poll  or k  ' 


Q/a/u  Pillock, 

Jdan  Pollock 


cc:  Craig  Hansen,  Burns  District  Manager 
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Ed  Singleton 
Vale  District  Office 
1 00  Oregon  St. 

Vale,  Oregon  97918 

Feb  19,  1999 

Dear  Mr.  Singleton 

1  hope  you  will  consider  the  following  points  regarding  the  Southeast  Oregon  Resource 
Management  Plan 

The  preferred  choice  is,  in  my  opinion,  inadequate  and  fails  to  provide  the  degree  of 
protection  our  public  lands  require.  The  preferred  alternative  relies  too  much  upon 
"adaptive  management "  It  is  no  substitute  for  objective  standards  that  can  be  measured 
The  problem  with  adaptive  management  is  that  it  allows  for  too  much  "wiggle"  room  for 
interpretation  Furthermore,  given  the  chronic  understaffing  of  the  BLM,  the  proper 
monitoring  necessary  to  make  such  adaptive  management  can't  be  assured 

1  support  wild  and  scenic  status  for  all  289  eligible  miles. 

I  support  a  Steens  Ml.  NCA,  but  ask  that  livestock  be  removed  Cows  are  causing  most 
of  the  resource  damage,  and  are  the  biggest  source  of  exotic  species  invasion,  water 
pollution,  soil  erosion,  and  wildlife  habitat  destruction 

I  support  more  wildfires,  and  no  fire  suppression. 

I  support  wilderness  designation  for  all  eligible  areas 

In  particular,  there  is  not  enough  protection  against  cows.  These  areas  should  be  off 
limits  to  livestock,  wild  and  scenic  rivers,  riparian  areas,  wetlands,  seeps,  critical  wildlife 
habitat  (bighorn  sheep,  sage  grouse  leks,  etc.).  ACECs,  and  any  grazing  allotments 
currently  in  fair  or  poor  condition  It  seems  reasonable  to  also  ask  that  the  BLM  not  wait 
until  there  are  funds  to  fence  riparian  areas,  etc.  Le.  if  a  permittee  wants  to  graze  MY 
PUBLIC  LANDS,  then  at  the  least  he/she  should  absorb  all  the  costs  of  doing  that. 

Of  the  range  of  alternatives  provided,  I  support  Alternative  D  with  the  above 
modifications. 

Sincerely: 

■ 

Gebree  Wuerthner 


ttB2  * 
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Collectors'  Library 


22  February  1999 

Ed  Singleton,  Vale  District  Manager 

Vale  District  BLM  Office 

FEB2*  Qgg 

^^THiCTBu, 

100  Oregon  St. 

Vale  OR  97918 

Dear  Mr.  Singleton: 

i*""?1  ^Southeast  Oregon  Resource  Management  Plans  alternatives  and  I  am  disappointed 
that  BLMs  preferred  alternative  is  Alternative  C.  Alternative  C  is  inadequate  for  the  land  and 
water  and  ignores  both  protections  required  and  scientific  warnings  and  recommendations . 

Alternative  C  allows  cattle  grazing  even  when  it  deteriorates  the  land  -  which,  unfortunately,  is 
consistent  with  BLMs  "adaptive  management"  that  merely  gives  cattlemen  a  license  to  step 
beyond  their  permits  with  impunity. 


value  and  seen*  beauty.  BLM  has  offered  only  14%  of  the  289  miles  of  river  for  Wild  and  Sr*wir 
River  status. 


Though  1  think  that  BLMs  Alternative  D  still  falls  short  of  sufficient  land  and  water  protections 
from  cattie  grazing  and  offers  insufficient  protections  for  the  Steens  Mountain  area.  .Alternative  D 
is  far  preferable  over  Alternative  C. 

1  hope  that  BLM  will  reconsider  its  "preference"  and  adopt  at  a  tnimimum  the  current 
Alternative  D.  Without  that,  the  land  and  water  in  your  trust  is  not  being  protected  and  the 
livestock  lobby  can  continue  to  abuse  the  land  and  water  in  Oregon. 

Thank  you  very  much. 


cc.  Craig  Hansen.  Bums  District  Mgr..  BLM 
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Ed  Singleton.  Vale  District  lianaaer 
Vale  BLM  Office 
100  Oregon  Street 
Vale.  OR  97918 
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Dear  Mr.  Singleton. 

1  wish  to  comment  on  BLM-’  s  Preferred  Alternative  C  on  the 
Southeast  Oregon  Resource  Management  Plan.  (SORMP. ) 

As  usual,  BLM  (and  the  Forest  Service)  prefer  plans  that 
favor  the  status  quo.  no  matter  how  poorly  they  serve  the 
environment  and  its  wildlife.  Alternative  C  is  no  exception. 
"Adaptive  management"  is  just  jargon  for  "lets  try  it  and  see 
what  happens."  By  naming  only  a  few  of  the  area’s  rivers 
eligible  for  "Wild  and  Scenic"  Alternative  C  is  ensuring  the 
further  degrading  of  the  area’s  precious  waterways. 

Vet  even  Alternative  D  fails  to  set  grazing  limits  even  on 
Alvord  Desert  and  Steens  Mountain!  As  with  politicians,  the 
public  alwavs  has  a  choice  onlv  from  the  least  of  two  evils. 
With  work.  Alternative  D  mav  do  a  little  better,  but  as  is  it  is 
merely  a  better  compromise  and  the  SORMP’s  wild  occupants  will 
survive  onlv  slightly  longer.  Already  rare  are  the  kit  fox,  the 
Townsend-’ s  big-eared  bat.  the  Lahontan  cutthroat  trout  and  the 
sage  grouse.  With  continued  cattle  grazing,  the  riparian  areas 
and  grasslands  will  continue  to  suffer  along  with  every  other 
native  plant  and  animal. 

It’s  too  bad  that  mine  is  just  one  voice  and  that  I  can't 
afford  to  buy  my  very  own  congressman  and  senator  as  easily  as 
those  now  beholden  to  timber,  mining  and  livestock  interests. 

Rather  than  go  on  at.  length  here.  I'll  enclose  an  excerpt 
from  an  article  I’ve  written  about  my  impressions  of  a  portion  of 
the  area  included  in  SORMP. 

Thank  you  for  considering  my  input. 


Qi  nr  or  c- 1 


Copy  to:  Craig  Hansen.  Burns  District  Manager 
Burns  BLM  Office 
HC  74-12533  Highway  20  West 
Hines.  OR  97738 
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Kendra  J  Summers.  Ph_D. 
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Ed  Singleton.  Vale  District  Manager 
Vale  District  BLM  Office 
100  Oregon  Street 
Vale.  OR  97918 
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February  21.  1999 


Dear  Mr  Ed  Singleton 


I  am  writing  regarding  the  Southeast  Oregon  Resource  Management  Plan.  I  have  spent  some  time  in 
SE  Oregon  on  the  Owyhee  river  and  have  come  to  love  the  area  for  its  natural  beaut}  and  solitude  1  want 
to  see  this  area  protected,  not  only  in  the  short-term  but  for  future  generations 


I  understand  that  the  BLM  has  selected  Alternative  C  for  the  future  management  of  the  area  Please 
reconsider  this  selection  1  would  like  to  see  Alternative  C  rejected,  and  instead  see  a  strengthened 
Alternative  D  plan  that  would  exclude  livestock  grazing  from  wild  and  scenic  rivers  and  npanan  areas  1 
have  seen  first  hand  the  damage  of  livestock  grazing  to  100  miles  of  the  south  fork  of  the  Owyhee  nver. 
This  nver  is  a  national  treasure  and  deserves  to  be  protected. 


Sincerely, 


/jL 

Kendra  J  Summers.  Ph  D 
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Ed  Singleton,  Vale  District  Manager 
vale  District  BLM  Office 
100  Oregon  St. 

Vale,  OR  97918 

Dear  Mr.  Singleton: 

V  v 

I  am  writing  in  regard  to  the  BLM's  S.E.  Oregon  Resource 
Management  Plan.  The  Preferred  Alternative,  C,  is  simply  not 
adequate  to  improve  and  protect  the  land.  If  the  grazing 
areas  on  Steens  Mountain  and  around  Leslie  Gulch  are  as  bald 
as  they  were  when  I  visited  the  area  a  few  years  ago,  they 
should  be  allowed  to  recover — permanently.  How  could  it  be 
a  "National  Conservation  Area"  if  sheep  and  cows  have  reduced 
the  land  to  bare  dirt  and  rock?  (However,  I  do  admit  that 
some  of  this  damage  has  occurred  because  of  too  many  visitors 
and  their  vehicles.) 

In  ray  estimation  Steens  Mountain  and  the  adjoining  Alvord 
Desert  should  be  a  wilderness  area  because  of  the  unique 
geology  and  the  many  rare  plants  and  animals. 

Alternative  D  is  a  better  choice  but  should  be  even 
stronger:  Grazing  should  not  be  permitted  along  the  Wild 
and  Scenic  rivers,  in  other  riparian  areas,  in  critical  fish 
and  wildlife  habitat,  in  the  AEC's  and  Wilderness  Study  Areas, 
nor  on  any  grazing  allotments  now  in  "fair"  or  "Poor"  condition. 

Please  reconsider.  This  wonderful  area  of  Oregon  needs 
to  be  protected  and  given  a  chance  to  recover  its  viability. 

Sincerely, 


Judith  Byrd 
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Ed  Singleton,  Vale  District  Manager 
Vale  District  BLM  Office 
Vale,  OR  97918 


Dear  Mr.  Singleton, 

We  urge  you  to  reject  Alternative  C  and  instead  select  Alternative  D  of  the  Southeast 
Oregon  Resource  Management  Plan 

We  strongly  believe  Alternative  D  comes  much  closer  to  meeting  the  SEORMP's 
ecosystem  management  goals. 

Alternative  D,  however,  needs  improvement.  It  fails  to  set  reasonable  limits  on 
livestock  grazing  and  would  continue  to  degrade  places  we  love  and  visit  often  .  the 
Steens  Mt  area  and  the  Alvord  Desert. 

If  the  BLM  Intends  to  protect  these  6.3  million  acres  for  future  generations.  It  MUST 
choose  a  strengthened  Alternative  0. 


Yours  truly, 


jWi 

Joanne  Cleland  _ 


<L.C 

l&O'yiyy,  t/-'7/K<2yvU*^_ 


Southeastern  Oregon  Resource  Management  Plan 
Bureau  of  Land  Management  /  Vale  and  Burns  Districts 


Gory  Cooper 

BLM,  Vale  District  Office 
100  Oregon  Street 
Vole,  Oregon  97918 
(541)  473-3144 


Glenn  Pederson 
BLM,  Bums  District  Office 
HC  74-12533,  Hwy  20  West 
Hines,  Oregon  97738 
(541)  573-4400 
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From: 

TO: 

Date: 
Subject : 


LeRoy  Fish  <waterahed4pioneer.net> 
ilmoraso. smtp( "or030mb4or.blm.gov" ) 
2/24/99  2:00pm 
RE:  Comment  SEORMP-EIS 


Dear  Mr.  Singleton: 

I  write  to  comment  on  the  SEORMP/EIS. 

I  choose  to  support  Alternative  D.  This  management  alternative 
appears  to  give  needed  support  to  nongame  wildlife  riparian/ wet  land 
habitats-  I  am  a  wildlife  biologist  and  naturalist  for  some  35  years 
with  several  professional  affiliations;  my  comments  are  submitted  as 
a  private  citizen  who  is  interested  to  working  with  you  through 
Partners  In  Flight  on  species  conservation  plans  and  Breeding  Bird 
Surveys  and  Bird  Banding  Program  through  the  USGS  Patuxent 
Wildlife  Research.  I  am  a  master  bird  bander. 


Southeast  Oregon  natural  resources  are  very  important  to  me  and 
my  family.  I  support  management  that  helps  keep  these  natural 
resources  in  their  native  condition  as  much  as  possible.  I  urge  BLM 
to  accelerate  its  efforts  to  maintain,  restore,  enhance,  and  protect 
Owyhee  mountain  meadows  and  stands  of  mountain  mahogany  and 
aspen.  There  are  a  number  of  associated  avifauna  that  need  in 
depth  study  with  careful  habitat  management  in  these  areas. 

Of  special  interest  to  me  is  Virginia*s  Warbler,  a  Neotropical  migrant 
that  is  declining  in  much  of  its  limited  range  and  is  rated  of  high 
concern  by  Partners  In  Flight.  In  June  1998,  I  participated  in  the 
Oregon  Breeding  Bird  Atlas  Prefect  in  the  Owyhee  Uplands  to  help 
discover  this  species  during  the  breeding  season  on  BLM  land  in 
two  separate  mountain  mahogany  habitat  areas  of  the  Vale  District, 
Mahogany  Gap  near  Jordan  Valley  and  Wood  Canyon  near 
Jackson  Summit,  Battle  Mountain.  I  propose  to  conduct  further 
collaborative  fieldwork  that  would  confirm  Virginia*s  Warbler  nesting 
in  Mountain  Mahogany  habitats  at  these  higher  elevations. 

Mahogany  Ridge  in  the  Trout  Creek  Mountains  also  has  potential 
habitat  as  do  other  areas  in  southeast  Oregon.  As  we  focus  on 
particular  species,  others  will  come  to  forefront  as  our  experience 
and  knowledge  of  these  special  habitats  increases. 

I  urge  3LM  to  consider  adding  Virginians  Warbler  to  its  list  of 
Special  Status  species,  and  that  management  actions  be  planned 
accordingly.  If  Virginians  Warbler  breeds  in  the  SEORMA,  it  should 
be  considered  a  species  at  least  as  rare  and  sensitive  as  those 
currently  listed. 

Further,  current  observations  from  the  Oregon  Breeding  Bird  Atlas 
Project  can/will  yield  additional  information  for  SEORMP/EIS. 

Contact  "Paul  Adamus"  <adamusp®ucs .orst . edu> 

Sincerely, 

LeRoy  Fish,  PhD 

Ecologist  and  Watershed  Ecosystem  Consultant 


Triangle  Lake,  Oregon  Coast  Range 
PS  Signed  hardcopy  sent  via  snail  mail. 
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Mr.  Ed  Singleton,  Vale  District  Manager 
BLM  Office 
Vale  OR  97918 

Dear  Mr.  Singleton: 

RE:  SOUTHEAST  OREGON  RESOURCE  MANAGEMENT  PLAN 

As  someone  who  lives  "east  of  the  Cascades"  and  who  loves  the 
desert  and  eastern  Oregon,  I  urge  the  BLM  to  adopt  a  management 
plan  which  really  does  protect  the  southeastern  Oregon  public 
lands.  These  are  public  lands  not  lands  to  be  exploited  by 
a  few  ranchers. 

Because  of  the  arid  conditions  of  these  lands,  they  are  quite 
vulnerable  —  especially  to  overgrazing  by  the  animals  which 
are  interlopers  on  this  territory.  These  are  WILD  PLACES  and 
the  desert  denizens  which  depend  on  the  limited  resources  there 
should  be  protected  from  encroachment  by  "outsiders." 

Your  Alternative  D  is  preferable  —  but  still  does  not  set 
reasonable  standards  on  livestock  qrazinging.  We  need  to  protect 
such  places  as  the  Steens  Mountain  and  the  Alvord  Desert. 
"Adaptive  management"  is  not  a  suitable  substitute  for  strict 
standards  and  guidelines.  Even  your  agency  scientists  recommend 
disallowing  the  grazing  of  cattle  —  especially  when  resource 
damage  occurs. 

I  urge  your  reconsideration  of  your  "preferred"  alternative 
and  adoption  of  Alternative  D  with  strengthened  enforcement 
standards . 

Sincerely  yours, 


Fran  Greenlee 


CC:  Craig  Hansen,  Burns  District  Manager 
Burns  District  BLM  Office 
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February  23#  1999 

Ed  Singleton,  Vale  District  Manager 
Vale  District  BIH  Office 
100  Oregon  Street 
Vale,  Oregon  97918 

Dear  Mr.  Singleton, 


te,  J5«39 


r*U, 


I  wish  to  comment  briefly  on  your  SEORKP,  the  plan  that  will 


determine  the  fate  of  a*  much  of  our  wild  and  beautiful  Southeast  Oregon 
land. 

Your  preferred  Alternative  is  no  real  Alternative  at  all  -  it  simply 
continues  the  unsatisfactory  status  quo  which  gives  most  emphasis  to 

livestock  grazing.  Your  •Alternative  D  is  much  better.  However,  it  still 

needs  e  little  tinkering,  namely:  environmentally  suitable  limits  on  live¬ 
stock  grazing;  designation  of  and  protection  for  more  wild  and  scenic 
rivers  (examples,  the  Owyhee  and  Blitzen);  protection  flj  fish  and  wild¬ 
life  habitat;  protection  of  riparian  areas  from  cattle  damage;  rest  and 
rehabilitation  of  grazing  allotments  already' in  fair  or  poop  condition  . 
There  are  other  considerations  also,  such  as  realltlc  and  enforced 
standards  on  grazing. 

In  considering  the  SEORMF,  I  an  disappointed  that  the  BLM  is 
continuing  its  love-affair  with  cattle  grazing  instead  of  trying  to  protect 
our  desert  wildlands  and  the  many  species  of  plants,  fish  and  animals  that 
live  in  them.  These  wildlands  are  important  for  low  impact  recreation  and 
are  a  part  of  our  heritage.  Please  remember  -  nothing  beats  up  the  land 
and  pollutes  the  streams  like  cattle. 


February  23. 1999 


Ed  Singleton,  Manager 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Vale  District 
100  Oregon  St 
Vale.  OR  9791 8 


RECei  VED 
2  5  1999 

DISTRICT  bu, 


RE:  SE  Oregon  Resource  Management  Plan  ' 
Dear  Mr.  Singleton: 


As  a  life-long  resident  of  Oregon,  I  love  and  appreciate  all  the  areas  of  our  state.  As  someone 
who  enjoys  watching  wildlife  I  have  found  the  beauty  of  SE  Oregon  to  be  a  treasure  However 
even  if  I  did  not  ever  visit  this  part  of  Oregon,  I  still  would  be  concerned  for  its  environmental  ' 
health,  the  same  as  I  am  concerned  for  the  environmental  health  of  where  I  live,  here  in  NW 
Oregon. 

That  is  why  I  urge  the  BLM  to  adopt  a  strengthened  Alternative  D  of  the  Resource  Management 
Plan,  which  would  exclude  livestock  grazing  from: 

♦  wild  and  scenic  rivers  such  as  the  Donner  and  Blitzen  and  Owyhee 

♦  riparian  areas 

♦  areas  of  critical  environmental  concern 

♦  critical  fish  and  wildlife  habitat 

♦  wilderness  study  areas 

♦  any  grazing  allotment  which  is  in  poor  or  fair  condition 


Again,  Alternative  D,  with  the  addition  of  reasonable  limits  on  livestock  grazing,  comes  the 
closest  to  meeting  the  SORMP's  ecosystem  management  goals. 

Sincerely, 

Margaret  L.  Stephens 

Cc:  Craig  Hansen,  Bums  District  Manager 

Bums  District  BLM  Office 
HC  74-12533  Hwy  20  West 
Hines,  OR  97738 
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VALE  DISTRICT  BLM 


February  22,  1999 


To:  District  Managers,  Bums  and  Vale 

From  Chair,  Public  Lands  Restoration  Task  Force,  Izaak  Walton  League  of  Aroenca 
Subject:  Comments,  SEORMP/EIS 

The  following  response  to  your  SEORMP/EIS  is  respectfully  submitted  by 
The  Oregon  Division,  Izaak  Walton  League,  Public  Land  Restoration  Task  Force  We 
have  been  actively  involved  in  grazing  management  issues,  seeking  agreement  among 
federal  land  managers,  state  agency  personnel,  private  landowners  and  other  natural 
resource  constituents.  Our  objective  is  to  assist  wherever  possible  in  management 
activities  that  provides  for  healthy  watersheds.  We  continue  to  strongly  support  the 
adaptive  management  concept  and  most  of  the  objectives  and  criteria  for  land 
management  contained  in  the  draft.  Southeastern  Oregon  Resource  Management  Plan/ 
Environmental  Impact  Statement  We're  pleased  to  see  no  changes  proposed  in  the 
excellent  grazing  programs  that  have  been  initiated  by  both  the  Vale  and  Bums  Districts 
-  i.e.:  the  Trout  Creek  Mountains.  Oregon  Canyon  Mountains.  Pueblo  Mountains  and  the 
Roaring  Springs  Ranch  Conservation  Agreement 

Hie  Public  Lands  Committee  believes  livestock  grazing  and  its  management  to  be  of  a 
major  resource  concern  in  the  6.3  million  acres  of  BLM  administered  lands  addressed  in 
the  SEORMP/EIS 

Our  Comments  Follow: 


In  appendix  E  the  plan  states  the  following  is  a  summary  of  the  current  management  for 
each  allotment  We  find  the  data  falls  far  short  of  summarizing  the  current  grazing 
management  situation  BLM  should  include  a  section  addressing  current  upland  and 
riparian  health  issues  and  concerns  by  pasture  as  related  to  livestock  grazing.  In  our  view 
this  mini  mum  information  is  critical  for  both  the  public  and  BLM  to  prioritize  future 
management  emphasis.  If  you  don’t  know  where  you  are  how  can  you  determine  the 
route  required  to  reach  your  destination? 

The  allotment  summaries  in  Appendix  E  should  be  updated  to  include  new  information 
or  at  least  best  professional  opinion  as  to  whether  or  not  management  practices  are 
meeting  the  objectives.  Of  great  concern  are  the  total  number  of  listed  allolmcnts  in 
management  category  “C”  and  ‘T.  Most  of  the  “C”  category  have  no  management 
objectives  listed,  and  some  of  these  contain  riparian  areas  as  well  as  special  status  fish 
Many  of  the  management  category  T  have  no  AMP  listed;  many  of  the  objectives  refer 
to  special  status  fish,  improve  riparian  zones,  and  ecological  condition  of  upland 
vegetative  communities  etc  We  are  unable  to  determine  in  most  cases  whether  these 
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allotments  are  improving,  remaining  static  or  what  the  status  may  be.  In  nearly  all  cases 
it  is  impossible  to  make  or  support  a  knowledgeable  grazing  management 
recommendation  based  on  the  data  presented 

Chapter  2-13  Rangeland  Vegetation,  Sentence  1  -  paragraph  1  states  that  the 
rangeland  landscape  ...  is  a  product  of  geological  and  ecological  process  as  well  as 
human  impacts  The  next  several  pages  address  the  geological  and  ecological  aspects  but 
ignore  the  human  impacts.  A  map  and  table  showing  rangeland  conditions  and  trend  by 
ecological  site  would  be  extremely  helpful.  In  the  absence  of  this  data,  professional 
judgment  should  be  used  as  the  basis  to  complete  both  the  map  and  the  table. 

In  4  A,  Riparian  /  Wetlands,  Chapter  2-35,  Affected  Environments  does  an  excellent 
job  of  identifying  the  value  of  riparian  areas.  “The  3 12. 1  miles  of  riparian  habitat  on 
public  land  in  the  ARA  are  in  a  variety  of  habitat  conditions”.  Of  concern  is  the  55. 1 
miles  rated  in  poor  condition,  1 15.4  miles  in  fair  condition  and  the  35  2  miles  that  has  not 
been  evaluated  The  106.4  miles  in  either  good  and/or  excellent  condition  (34. 1  percent) 
indicates  a  strong  desire  for  improved  watershed  management.  Of  the  1,066  miles  of 
known  stream  side  riparian  areas  within  JRA  and  MRA,  45.9  miles  are  in  a  downward 
trend,  53.9  miles  are  static  and  the  trend  has  not  been  evaluated  on  822.3  miles  (77.1%). 
BLM  should  immediately  move  to  document  the  status  of  the  riparian  and  stream  habitat 
conditions  where  unknown  This  information  is  critical  and  should  be  tied  to  the 
allotment  summaries  otherwise  there  is  no  way  the  public  can  have  meaningful  input  into 
the  livestock  grazing  management  portion  of  this  planning  process.  There  should  be  a 
map  delineating  perennial  stream  and  riparian  condition  It  would  appear  that  allotments 
containing  riparian  habitat  in  poor,  fair  or  status  unknown  should  receive  immediate 
consideration  for  management  changes. 

Based  on  our  understanding,  “Standards  for  Rangeland  Health  and  Guidelines  for 
Livestock  Grazing  Management  for  Public  Lands  in  Oregon  and  Washington” 

(Standards  and  Guides),  when  implemented,  will  resolve  all  of  the  watershed  health 
issues  related  to  livestock  grazing  on  both  upland  and  riparian  areas  on  public  lands  in 
this  planning  area.  If  this  statement  is  true  then  it  appears  that  the  standards  and  guides 
as  addressed  in  this  document  are  required  to  be  met  under  all  five  alternatives.  If  this  is 
the  case  then  there  should  be  no  variation  to  upland/npan  an' wetland  health  among  any  of 
the  five  alternatives  relative  to  livestock  grazing.  If  this  is  not  the  case  please  explain 
how  the  standards  and  guidelines  will  be  compromised  under  the  different  alternatives. 

Since  Standards  and  Guides  are  going  to  address  the  issues  seen  as  most  critical  to  the 
health  of  the  bulk  of  the  rangeland  in  Southeast  Oregon  we  request  that  BLM  incorporate 
at  some  point  in  this  document  an  allotment  implementation  schedule. 

In  Appendices  -  389,  the  fourth  paragraph  under  Standards  for  Rangeland  Health  clearly 
established  the  necessity  of  comparing  the  existing  situation  to  its  capability  or  potential 
to  determine  functionality.  Again  without  an  assessment  of  condition  it  is  impossible  to 
determine  the  magnitude  of  the  health  issues  or  to  participate  in  a  meaningful  way  to  help 
BLM  determine  priorities  and  focus  of  management  efforts. 


We  would  recommend  any  allotment  that  either  suggests  or  has  the  potential  to  support 
redband  trout,  bull  trout,  bighorn  sheep,  or  any  species  of  concern  receive  priority 
consideration  in  up  dating  AMPs. 

A  map  denoting  fish  bearing  streams  is  recommended.  On  page  3-25  -  fish  and  aquatic 
habitat,  we  recommend  alternative  “D”  rather  than  “C\  A  table  for  condition  of  fish 
habitat  would  be  very  helpful  Fish  abbreviations  listed  in  Table  D-2  are  not  identified 

We  strongly  support  the  need  to  control  juniper  where  priority  areas  have  been  identified 
Juniper  should  not  be  controlled  on  sites  containing  old  growth  characterization,  rocky 
ndges  etc  All  quaking  aspen  stands  should  be  managed  to  maintain  a  multiple  aged 
stand  including  snags,  enhanced  distribution,  density,  regeneration  and  sustainability,  and 
to  favor  regeneration  of  aspen.  Remove  all  juniper  from  aspen  stands.  In  riparian 
complexes  -  juniper  should  be  removed  Consultation  with  ODFW  regarding  potential 
impacts  on  wildlife  should  occur  early  in  the  project  design  stage 

In  the  136  miles  of  riparian  conservation  areas  within  juniper  woodlands  we  support 
juniper  removal  (or  control )  and  aspen  regeneration  to  attain  riparian  management 
objective. 

We  strongly  support  the  completion  of  the  Lauscrica  and  Stephen’s  extension  fences  as 
soon  as  possible. 

On  3-39  Wild  Scenic  Rivers,  the  statement  is  made  “implement  specific  actions  for  the 
Deary  pasture  and  histone  Birch  Creek  Ranch  property”.  Other  than  no  grazing  in  the 
Deary  pastures  what  arc  the  specific  actions  contemplated0 

On  3-76  and  3-88  Special  Status  Plant  and  Wildlife  Species,  we  agree  with  alternative 
“C”  but  emphasize  the  need  for  momtonng  to  assure  objectives  are  met. 

On  3-125  Areas  of  Critical  Environmental  Concern  regarding  monitoring,  what  is  a 
periodic  schedule0  Define. 

Anytime  a  need  arises  to  restock  an  area  because  of  fire  or  other  natural  catastrophe 
native  seeds  and  or  seedlings  should  be  utilized. 

The  document  states:  i.e.:  Livestock  use  would  continue  based  on  existing  permit 
stipulations  and  approved  AMP  What  happens  on  all  the  allotments  where  there  is  no 
approved  AMP?  How  can  or  docs  this  meet  the  requirements  for  implementing  the 
Standards  and  Guidelines? 

On  page  361  NWSR’s  Adaptive  Rotational  Grazing  Management,  vve  support  the 
following  principles  and  practices  to  insure  riparian  protection  and  enhancements  items 
1, 2,  and  3,  page  361. 
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On  page  378  -  Noxious  Weed  Management,  Item  I,  “All  contractors  and  land  use 
operators  moving  surface  disturbing  equipment  in  or  out  of  weed  infested  areas  should 
clean  their  equipment  before  and  after  use  on  public  land".  Change  should  to  must 
This  emphasizes  even  stronger  the  need  for  noxious  weed  control. 

On  2-1 1  Fire,  the  documents  recommend  50,000  acres  of  prescribed  bum  over  the  20- 
year  life  of  the  plan.  This  appears  to  be  a  target  of  about  2500  acres  a  year.  Because  of 
the  extreme  sensitivity  of  Wyoming  sagebrush  habitat  to  sagegrouse  and  other  wildlife 
species  it  is  imperative  that  planned  bums  are  coordinated  with  ODFW. 

If  and  when  Wilderness  designations  are  addressed  by  congress  for  the  Trout  Creek 
Mountains  and  Oregon  Canyon  Mountains  the  Mud  Springs,  Twin  Peaks,  and  wood 
roads  should  remain  open  for  public  access.  On  the  Pueblos  the  road  up  Arizona  Creek 
should  remain  open  to  Sturgeon  and  Ten-Cent  Meadows  for  public  access. 

Any  management  action  that  may  lead  to  a  grazing  conflict  or  habitat  loss  between 
livestock  and  wildlife  should  be  reviewed  with  ODFW.  Where  water  has  been  developed 
on  public  lands  to  enhance  grazing  management  opportunities  those  water  supplies 
should  remain  operational  after  livestock  have  been  removed  for  the  grazing  season. 
Review  with  ODFW  to  determine  if  it  is  necessary  to  maintain  the  water  supply  for 
wildlife. 

On  2-55  the  document  states  “No  licensed  domestic  sheep  grazing  permits  overlap 
Bighorn  sheep  range”  but  map  WLDF  -  2  shows  domestic  sheep  and  Bighorn  sheep 
range  overlapping  south  of  Jonesboro  and  on  Owyhee  Ridge.  This  conflict  must  be 
eliminated. 

On  377  -  Best  Management  Practices,  Paragraph  4,  All  livestock  watering  troughs  should 
have  wildlife  safety  ramps 

We  support  adaptive  management  that  is  consistent  with  the  Standards  and  Guidelines  for 
Rangeland  health,  for  the  Donner  and  Blitzen  NWSR  and  the  Riddle  Brothers  ranch 

This  document  does  not  support  the  need  for  another  special  designation  for  the  Steens 
Mountain  Area. 


Monty  Montgomery 
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To: 

Fd  Singleton,  Vale  District  Manager 
Vale  District  BLM  Office 
100  Oregon  street 
Vale,  Oregon  97918 

About: 

Southeast  OK'gon  Resource  Management  Plan' (SEORMP) 

Dear  Mr  Singleton: 

I  write  in  response  to  an  Oregon  Natural  Desert  Association  "Action  Alert"  fiver 
that  arrived  in  this  morning's  mail. 

lhc  flyer  raises  w  hat,  seem  to  me,  to  be  reasonable  concerns  ...  mostly  involving 
cattle-grazing  projections  ...  in  their  synopsis  of  your  agency's  "preferred" 

Alternative  C. 

Mv  usual  stomping  grounds  for  hiking,  fly-fishing,  and  upland  bird  hunting  tend  to 
bo  mostly  in  the  Baker  Resource  Area  or  the  Wallowa  Whitman  NF.  I  frankly 
admit  that  I  am  Not  particularly  familiar  with  range  and  stream-bank  conditions  on 
BI.M-managed  land',  in  Malheur  and  Harney  Counties. 

The  fish  earn  ing  capacities  of  some  (perhaps  many)  of  Baker  County's  creeks  -  with 
federally-ow  ned  stream-banks  —  could  definitely  benefit  from  a  multi-year  period  of 
livestock  exclusion  ...  long  enough  for  streamsidc  trees  to  become  re-established  and 
grow  large  enough  to  become  non- vulnerable  to  annual  tree-top  "cropping"  by 
foraging  cattle.  For  two  of  the  most  common  stroambank  tree  species  (w  illow  and 
cottonwood),  a  10  — >15  year  grazing  exclusion  would  probably  suffice. 
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IIk;  gray /Hungarian  partridge  population  on  local  '-ago/ grass  rangelands  MVHb  to 
be  inversely  proportional  to  the  intensity  of  late-spring— rearlv  fall  cattle  grazing.  1 
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suspect  that  a  similar  inverse  relationship  —  between  desert  partridge  populations 
and  cattle  foraging  inlensitx  —  also  pertains  to  most  of  the  SE  Oregon  area  that  w  ill 
fall  under  the  aegis  of  am  proposed/ implemented  SEORMP. 
i  realize  that  these  partridges  are  Not  Native  birds  and  that  protecting  their 
env  ironmcntal  niches  is  probably  a  bit  beyond  the  letter  or  intent  of  various 
endangered/ threatened  species"  acts,  laws,  admin  rules,  etc.  None- the -less,  those 
little  birds  are  fun  to  hunt  and  excellent  to  eat.  Thcv  seem  to  have  survived  —  and 
some  vcais  thrived  --  during  dozens  ot  wild"  generations  -  (ONLY)  in  the  less 
intensively-grazed  sections  of  local  sage/ grass  desert. 

T  hankvou  for  taking  the  lime  to  read  this  note  ... 

Very  truly  yours. 
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21  February,  1999 

Ed  Singleton,  Vale  District  Manager 
Vale  District  BLM  Office 
100  Oregon  Street 
Vale,  Oregon  97918 

Mr.  Singleton, 

We  are  writing  regarding  the  publication  of  the  BLMs  draft  "Southeast  Oregon 
Resource  Management  Plan/ElS  (SEORMP).  While  we  have  not  read  the  entire  two- 
volume  document,  we  have  reviewed  the  Alternatives  proposed  in  the  plan,  read  the 
arguments,  and  discussed  the  issues  with  other  interested  parties.  While  Alternatives 
A  and  E  are  at  the  extreme  ends  of  the  spectrum,  and  dearly  offer  little  in  the  way  of 
realistic  aitemetives,  we  tie  believe  Alternative  £>  with  ware  modifications,  offers  the 
most  appropriate  approach  to  managing  the  vast  area  included  in  the  plan. 

Having  visited  many  parts  of  the  regions  highlighted  in  this  sprawling  area  of 
Southeastern  Oregon  many  times  over  the  last  twenty  years,  we  have  always  been 
amazed  at  the  diversity  and  stunning  beauty  in  this  little-peopled  area  of  Oregon. 

However,  from  the  high  Steens  to  the  Alvord  Desert,  from  the  Trout  Creeks  to  the 
Owyhee  watershed,  without  a  doubt,  the  most  troublesome  aspect  of  those  many  visits 
has  been  evidence,  time  and  again,  of  degradation  due  to  livestock  grazing.  So  many 
delicate  riparian  areas  need  protection  from  indiscriminate  cattle  grazing  that  BLM's 
"preferred"  Alternative  C  simply  does  not  go  far  enough  to  address  these  concerns. 

Some  of  the  features  of  Alternative  C  do  move  in  the  right  direction  to  protect  a  few 
areas,  but  as  a  whole  this  option  stops  far  short  of  what  is  truly  needed.  Indeed,  the 
tiny  number  of  river  miles  proposed  under  Alternative  C  for  addition  to  the  National 
Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  system  is  embarrassing  in  comparison  to  Alternative  D. 

Alternative  D  could  be  significantly  strengthened  by  excluding  grazing  from  riparian 

. J  areas-a'tofepn.cnry-nt.nrttine.n'^razrng-^rotmems’tmJf  afeaedn?  uPgrftueu.  cast 

practices  suggest  that  the  agency's  "adaptive  management"  policy  is  a  tool  that  can  be 
and  has  been  used  with  far  too  much  latitude  in  allowing  grazing  to  take  precedence 
over  the  application  of  sound  principles  of  management.  In  the  words  of  Alternative 
D,  we  would  hope  that  BLM  would  choose  the  Alternative  that  would  allow  for 
long-term  sustainability  of  healthy  and  productive  land,  consistent  with  the 
principles  of  ecosystem  management."  We  urge  you  to  adopt  changes  to  decrease  the 
impact  of  grazing  and  modify  Alternative  D  to  meet  those  concerns. 

Sincerely,  .  , 

Michael  A.  Sequeira 
Karen  L.  Theodore 
63405  Deschutes  Market  Rd. 

Bend,  Oregon  97701 
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February  22,  1999 

Bureau  of  Land  Management,  Vale  District 
Southeast  Oregon  Resource  Management  Plan 
1 00  Oregon  Street 
Vale,  OR  97918 

Dear  Area  Manager, 

I  would  like  to  comment  on  the  Southeastern  Oregon  Resource  Management  Plan 

I  survey  and  map  vegetation  in  Hell's  Canyon,  and  have  seen  firsthand  the  effect  grazing  has  had 
on  native  vegetation,  both  directly  and  by  speeding  the  invasion  of  alien  species  In  my  experience, 
the  higher  the  level  of  grazing,  the  lower  the  amount  and  variety  of  native  species  Mechanical 
disturbance  by  off-road  vehicles  also  often  devastates  native  plant  populations  and  riparian 
vegetation 

I  would  like  to  see  the  Southeast  Oregon  Management  Area  managed  in  a  manner  such  that  soil 
erosion  would  be  minimized,  riparian  vegetation  protected,  native  vegetation  protected  where  it 
persists  and  restored  where  it  no  longer  exists 

I  strongly  support  the  protection  of  native  plant  communities  and  rare  plants  through  the 
establishment  of  new  ACECs  and  RNAs  and  the  retention  of  those  presently  established  1  visited 
Leslie  Gulch  in  the  early  1990s  and  was  introduced  to  many  of  the  rare  and  interesting  plants  that 
grow  there.  I  would  like  to  see  it  maintained  as  an  ACEC  with  the  current  management  strategies 
retained 

Public  lands  belong  to  the  public  As  a  citizen,  1  urge  you  to  manage  our  land  with  the  welfare  of 
native  plants  and  organisms  given  the  highest  priority  Special  status  plants  and  animals  must  be 
given  effective  and  immediate  protection  Other  activities  such  as  recreation  and  grazing  should 
be  allowed  only  at  levels  that  will  allow  the  native  species  to  flourish  in  whatever  semblance  of 
natural  ecosystem  function  it  may  be  possible  to  retrieve. 


Sincerely, 
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BRUCE  [ACKSON 

PHOTOGRAPHY 


*  ^  ^  ^  SatgJenju.  Vale  Diana  Muutgrr 

Vale  Distna  BLM  Office 
100  Ore$3u  Street 
Vale.  Oregon  979 IS 


Dear  Ed. 


Feferuan  20.  1999 


Re<*IVeo 

rfs  -5’  SS9 


Tbuk  for  this  opportune  to  coacsnatcaic  an  input  reio  the  Srexfcesa  Oregon  Rescwcr 
Management  Plan 


Sxoheaa  Oregon  &  Wc  hare  a  a 
is  1  am  wrm  ng  to  von 


a  America  and  persoculh  bum  what  a  rare  gem 
>  h>  together  and  honor  this  great  land,  and  this 


1  strong*  rape*  Om  ™»  reject  Alraranvr  C.  mrf  It*  too  pfcnc  eefcet  >  <trr*xtlKac<l  Aktnuti.*  D 
fa*  lie  Bn*  Sautea*  Cte*™.  Icnn  SlanfcmeK  Ptm  me  final  Aternjme  D  am  ttarnfiifiillv 
cretode  brexock  graziag  from 


—  Wud  and  Seen*  Riven,  such  as  the  Bhtzen  and  Onyhee  Rirere 

—  Riparian  areas 

—  Cnocal  fish  and  wildlife  habtat 

—  Areas  a f  Cnucal  Environmental  Concern 

—  Wilderness  Stud*  areas 

—  Granag  alfotments  m  bn  or  poor 

Ttm  n  good  enuna  tense  that  needs  to  be  applied 

Please  acknowledge  that  ad^sne  management  is  no  subsume  for  real  standards  and  gmdrhnes 

n»>  onh  fcmito  ten**  detadKtoo 
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To  BLM  Distncl  offices  @  Vale  &  Bums 
Dear  Sir 

1  wish  to  comment  on  the  proposed  SFORMP.  I  am  a  retired  forester  with  36  years  of 
state  service  and  also  an  avid  birder  I  have  been  making  annual  field  trips  to  this  Great 
Basin  area  since  1970  and  have  been  leading  birdmg  tnps  there  since  1975  on  behalf  of 
Salem  Audubon  Of  course  the  Malheur  Refuge,  Steens  Mtn,  Fields,  and  the  Alvord  has 
received  the  most  attention 

Over  the  years  I  have  noted  the  severe  impact  the  constant,  heavy  grazing  has  exacted  on 
much  of  this  area.  I  recommend  a  plan  that  would  include  the  most  protection  possible 
from  the  destructive  grazing:  especially  along  the  n  pan  an  areas  and  the  Bhtzen  and 
Owyhee  Rivers,  and  other  areas  of  Critical  Concern  I  strongly  urge  you  to  Savor  the 
Alternative  D  with  the  livestock  grazing  exclusion  on  all  the  special  areas  within  the 
proposed  Management  Plan. 

This  would  certainly  be  the  ’preferred"  plan  for  many  folks  that  I  know. 

Thank  you  and  good  luck. 

Gerald  B.  Smith 


Stem  Mobbum  the  Owyhee  Cunluk  and  the  Bbtrew  Hirer  are  the  ofexxa  nmam  for  selecting 
the  ureagthewed  Vlternatire  D  And  there  are  sc  mam  other  areas  and  reasons  for  boccnn*  tLts  land 
vrecaD  Southeast  Oregon  * 


As  sated  to  the  Soaheaa  Orcgow  Resource  II— gri  ’  I  Pta.  the  mica  a  *  adhere  to  ecmysiem 
****a*e—e*t  principles  aad  protect  aod  manage  these  4J  ■iliioo  acres  for  future  generation  The 
way  id  aonaloe  lbs  meat,  a  to  chocse  the  smigtheaed  Ahenudre  D. 

'Thawk  jm'  to  advance  for  ackcung  a  srengtheaed  Ahrrubre  D.  By  choosing  this  path  of 
cnLghtened  management  Y«r  Legacy’  of  honoring  these  lands  will  be  acknowledged  with  grabtede 
by  millions  of  afirera  in  ifcn  coaBn 


Smcereh. 
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Dale  and  Cheryl  Cruson 
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John  C.  Worsley  VALE  DISTRICT  BLM 


February  23,  1999 


February  24,  1999 


Gary  Cooper 
BIW 

100  Oregon  Street 
Vale,  OR  97918 

Dear  Gary; 

We  would  like  to  make  our  opinion  known  concerning  any  future 
development  to  the  Owyhee  River  and  Reservoir  in  Bastera  Oregon. 

We  wcrj  1 d  like  you  to  stay  within  the  guidelines  of  the  RMP.  We 
reel  there  is  a  need  for  road  improvements  and  additional  parkinq 
at  the  reservoir  area. 

We  do  not  want  any  multi-million  dollar  developments.  It  would 
take  away  the  pristine  beauty  and  the  natural  resources  that  are 
there . 


Sincerely, 

Dale^an^~Cheryl  Cruson 
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Ed  Singleton,  Vale  District  Manager 
Vale  District  BLM  Office 
100  Oregon  St. 

Vale,  Oregon  9791* 

Re  Southeast  Oregon  Resource  Management  Plan 
Dear  Mr  Singleton 

It  is  my  understanding  that  BLM  is  favonng  Alternative  “C"  as  a  Resource  Management 
Plan  I  am  disappointed  that  this  plan  is  favored,  since  it  is  really  no  plan  at  all,  insofar  as 
providing  a  viable  future  for  this  area 

There  is  no  provision  for  reducing  livestock  grazing  One  of  the  greatest  sources  of 
damage  to  streams  and  riparian  habitat  is  livestock  grazing  For  example,  it  will  allow 
thousands  of  carile  to  continue  grazing  along  the  Blitzen  River  which  is  a  wild  and  scenic 
river  The  scientists  for  you  agency  are,  1  believe  recommending  against  this  grazing  Of 
approximately  300  miles  of  river  eligible  for  wild  and  scenic  status,  only  a  pitiful  43  miles 
are  recommended  It  proposes  a  Steen  Mountain  National  Conservation  Area,  but  would 
allow  grazing  to  continue  With  cattle  continuing  to  overgraze  and  degrade  the  area,  this 
would  be  a  designation  and  a  fraud  and  deception 


The  program  relies  on  you  euphemistic  "adaptive  management”,  which  is  a  license  to  steal 
by  the  cattle  operators  With  this  designation,  the  history  is  that  anything  goes!  Finally, 
Alternative  C  does  not  come  anywhere  near  satisfying  the  intent  of  the  Southeast  Oregon 
Resource  management  Plan,  which  was  to  adhere  to  ecosystem  management  principles  It 
is  simply  a  wiy  to  stale  that  it  is  a  plan  ,  while  letting  the  cattle  industry  continue  to 
destroy  these  public  lands 

Frankly,  Alternative  “D”  ,  if  it  were  strengthened  would  be  a  positive  step  toward 
implementing  a  program  to  protect  these  6.3  million  acres  for  future  generations  This 
alternative  will  provide  for  gradual  reductions  of  grazing  and  bring  some  300  miles  of 
rivers  into  the  Wild  and  Scenic  sutus 

I  have  spent  time  in  these  areas  over  tbe  years  with  my  children  who  are  now  grown  We 
had  wonderful  experiences  there  and  I  hope  that  my  grandchildren  and  my  great 

way  they  used  to  be  It  will  never 
cattle  industry 


P/*r 


gianocnuaren  can  experience  some  ot  the  areas  the 
happen  until  someop^^as  tbe  gi^s  to  stand  up  to  the 
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February  23,  1999 

Ed  Singleton 
Vale  District  Manager 
100  Oregon  Street 
Vale,  Or  97918 


RECEIVED 

FEB  2  6  1999 

VALE  DISTRICT  BLM 


Dear  Mr.  Singleton 

RE :  Southeast  Oregon  Resource  Management  Plan 

Please  adopt  Alternative  D  with  some  additional  limits  on 
livestock  grazing.  Alternative  C  looks  like  the  Best  Livestock 
Management  (BLM)  plan  rather  than  the  best  plan  from  the  Bureau 
of  Land  Management  (BLM) . 


February  23,  1999 


Hr.  Ed  Singleton,  vale  District  Manager 
Vale  District  3LM  Pffice 
100  Oregon  St. 

Vale,  OR  97918 


Received 

2  6  Sjg 

DISTRICT  BUI 


Re:  SEORMP  -  Opposition  to  Alternative  C 


□ear  Mr.  Singleton: 

First,  let  me  acknowledge  fry  awareness  of  the  difficult  position 
that  you  are  in  —  having  to  make  decisions  on  issues  where 
the  opposing  sides  are  so  far  apart. 


More  than  43  out  of  289  miles  of  river  should  get  Wild  and  Scenic 
River  status. 

I  do  NOT  want  livestock  grazing  stopped.  I  do  expect  that 
taxpayers  stop  subsidizing  this  activity  in  terms  of  lost  revenue 
and  in  terms  of  destroyed  natural  resources . 


After  reviewing  the  issues  and  alternatives  in  this  case, 

I  must  take  strong  exception  to  the  BLM  choice  of  Alternative  C 
as  the  preferred  choice.  Damage  to  rivers  and  streams  by 
cattle  grazing  has  been  demonstrated  over  and  over,  yet  the 
preferred  alternative  calls  for  no  grazing  reductions  even 
when  damage  occurs. 


Please  support  a  plan  that  represents  ALL  citizens  and  ALL 
business  sectors  with  their  varied  economic  and  environmental 
needs.  I  want  a  more  balanced  plan. 

Thank  you  for  considering  my  views . 


Sincerely, 


Dave  Kruse 


CC:  Craig  Hansel,  Bums  District  Manager 
Senator  Gordon  Smith 


I  urge  you  to  strengthen  srd  adept  Alternative  D  instead. 

This  alternative  comes  much  closer  to  meeting  ecos/ste*  ~anagerent 
goals.  It  also  needs  improvement  in  that  it  fails  to  set 
reasonable  limits  on  livestock  grazing. 

If  it  is  truly  the  intention  of  the  BLM  to  protect  this  area 
of  southeastern  Oregon,  then  Alternative  D  must  be  chosen 
ano  strengthened. 

Thank  you  for  your  consideration. 

Very  tfuly  yours, 

Patricia  Sims^ 

cc:  Craig  Hansen,  Bmtns  District  Manager 
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Ed  Singleton,  District  Manager  February  23, 1999 

Vale  District  BLM  Office 
100  Oregon  Street 
Vale.  OR  97918 


Dear  Mr.  Singleton. 

I  have  been  reading  about  the  Southeast  Oregon  Resource  Management  Plan  that  vmII 
influence  how  this  unique  and  beautiful  region  will  be  managed  for  many  years  to  come.  I 
applaud  any  effort  to  develop  a  reasoned  and  responsible  plan  for  these  fragile  ecosystems.  As 
a  frequent  visitor  to  the  areas  in  question.  I  would  like  to  offer  my  comments  about  some  of  the 
alternatives 

I  understand  BLM  currently  prefers  ’Alternative  C."  I  believe  Alternative  C  is  less  of  a  plan  and 
more  of  a  license  to  continue  current,  destructive  practices.  It  does  not  appear  to  reduce 
livestock  grazing,  even  in  sensitive  areas  where  resource  damage  can  be  demonstrated  It 
continues  grazing  on  the  WHd  and  Scenic  Don ner  Und  Blitzen  River,  which  seems  to  contradict 
the  recommendations  of  BLM  scientists  It  proposes  Wild  and  Scenic  River  status  for  less  than 
1/8  of  the  eligible  waterways  in  the  subject  area. 

I  could  support  a  National  Conservation  Area  that  truly  protects  the  resources  and  beauty  of 
Steens  Mountain,  but  such  a  proposal  simply  cannot  coexist  with  continued  grazing  there 
Alternative  C  continues  the  use  of  so-called  ‘adaptive  management'  vtfiich  has  nothing  to  do  with 
resource  planning  and  everything  to  do  with  loopholes  for  grazing  permits  Finally.  Alternative  C 
does  not  satisfy  the  intent  of  the  SEORMP  to  adhere  to  ecosystem  management  principles. 

Alternative  D  conies  much  closer  to  meeting  the  ecosystem  management  goals  of  the 
SEORMP.  For  the  most  part,  it  appears  to  be  a  proposal  I  could  support  Alternative  D  needs  to 
include  livestock  grazing  restrictions  from  WHd  and  Scenic  Rivers,  critical  fish  and  wildlife 
habitats,  wilderness  study  areas  and  ACEC'a.  A  real  management  plan  should  not  indude 
‘adaptive  management*,  particularly  if  the  adaptation  is  only  in  the  direction  of  resource  depletion 
and  vrithout  regard  to  resource  conservation  when  damage  is  evident 

My  family  and  I  have  enjoyed  visiting  the  wild  side  of  Oregon  for  a  number  of  years  We 
backpack  the  gorges  of  Steens  Mountain  several  times  each  year  and  always  look  forward  to  the 
remote  and  unique  beauty  of  the  place  and  the  rare  diversity  of  its  plants  and  animals.  These  are 
not  so  much  resources,  but  fragile  treasures  It  is  the  responsibility  of  us  all  to  partake  wisely  and 
carefully  for  the  sake  of  these  special  places,  their  inhabitants  and  our  progeny 


Ed  Singleton 
Vale  District  BLM 
100  Oregon  St. 

Vale,  OR  97918 

We  are  writing  regarding  the  draft  Southeast  Oregon  Resource 
Management  Plan.  We  disagree  in  choosing  The  Preferred 
Alternative.  It  is  largely  a  status  quo  plan  which  does  little 
to  address  major  resource  issues,  such  as  damage  to  the  ecosytems 
by  large  scale  cattle  grazing.  We  urge  you  to  adopt  Alternative 
D. 

Many  more  waterways  meet  and  deserve  designation  as  Wild  and 
Scenic  Rivers.  Water  is  precious  and  should  receive  the  added 
legal  protections  under  the  Wild  and  Scenic  River  designations. 

Status  quo  management  (very  close  to  the  Preferred  Alternative) 
has  led  to  major  degradation  of  both  waterways  and  grasslands. 

It  has  certainly  been  a  negative  on  out  trips  to  the 
area-degradation  is  obvious  in  many  areas.  Reductions  in  the 
amount  of  grazing  is  necessary,  as  well  as  changes  in  the  timing 
and  location  of  the  grazing.  Alternative  D  would  do  that  the 
best  among  the  choices. 


Sincerely, 


A* 


George  and  Rhonda 


ertag 


Don  Grey 


cc:  Craig  Hansen.  District  Manager 
Bums  District  8LM 
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Ed  Singleton 
Vale  District  BLM 


Dear  Mr.  Singleton, 


RECEIVED 

FEB  2  6  sgg 

VALE  DISTRICT  BLM 


2/24/99 


I  am  writing  in  regards  to  the  Southeast  Oregon  Resource  Man¬ 
agement  Plan.  Please  reject  alternative  C  and  support  a  strong¬ 
er  alternative  D  that  would  exclude  livestock  grazing  in  ripar¬ 
ian  areas  and  other  areas  of  critical  environmental  con¬ 
cern  including  wilderness  study  areas,  and  which  would  exclude 
grazing  in  any  allotments  that  are  in  fair  or  poor  condition. 


Thank  you, 
Jon  Tilles 
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tj  Jonathan  R.  Duerst 
Jon  Springer 


Attorneys  At  Law, 


DUERST  & 
SPRINGER 


,P 


C. 


February  24,  1999 


Ed  Singleton 
Vale  District  Manager 
Vale  District  BLM  Office 
100  Oregon  Street 
Vale,  OR  97918 


Fto26, 

«*<*,*«* 


Dear  Mr.  Singleton: 

As  a  lifelong  resident  of  Oregon,  I  am  writing  to  you  to  express  my 
concerns  regarding  the  Southeast  Oregon  Resource  Management  Plan. 
This  planning  document  will  guide  the  management  of  approximately 
six  million  acres  of  public  land  for  the  next  20  years,  and  I 
appreciate  greatly  you  taking  a  moment  to  consider  my  concerns. 

The  area  covered  by  the  SEORMP  is  a  unique  and  special  area  where 
I  have  spent  a  lot  of  time.  Anyone  who  has  spent  time  in  this  area 
over  the  laBt  15  years  cannot  help  but  notice  the  tremendous 
destructive  impact  of  the  current  livestock  grazing  policies. 
Alternative  C  set  forth  by  the  BLM  does  virtually  nothing  to 
address  these  problems.  The  ranchers  and  over  livestock  managers 
have  consistently  ignored  these  concerns,  and  have  acted  as  if  they 
don't  exist.  The  current  livestock  and  grazing  practices  are 
irresponsible  and  show  no  signs  of  changing.  This  is  unacceptable 
and  will  lead  to  irreparable  damage  and  destruction. 

The  BLM  needs  to  adopt  rules  and  procedures  that  protect  these  six 
million  acres,  not  destroy  them.  Alternative  D  needs  to  be 
strengthened  to  exclude  livestock  grazing  from  wild  and  scenic 
rivers,  including  the  Blitzen  and  Owyhee  Rivers.  Livestock  must  be 
excluded  from  riparian  zones  and  critical  fish  and  wildlife 
habitat.  Wilderness  study  areas  and  grazing  allotments  in  fair  or 
poor  condition  must  be  protected  as  well. 

The  "adaptive  management"  proposal  is  a  terrible  suggestion  that  is 
completely  unworkable.  Without  constant,  on-the-ground  monitoring, 
"adaptive  management"  will  lead  to  one  thing  and  one  thing  only: 
further  damage  and  destruction  by  livestock  and  ranchers  that 
simply  do  not  care  about  anything  except  how  much  money  they  can 
make . 


Ed  Singleton 
February  24,  1999 
Page  Two 

Steens  Mountains,  the  Blitzen  River  and  the  Owyhee  canyon  lands  are 
beautiful,  magnificent  places  where  one  can  be  rejuvenated  and 
restored.  The  destruction  and  degradation  of  these  areas  by  and 
through  short  sighted  policies  designed  to  benefit  only  the 
livestock  industry  is  truly  a  crime.  Only  through  the  adoption  and 
enforcement  of  strong,  unequivocal  policies  can  the  destruction 
stop.  It  is  time  to  be  serious,  to  take  responsible  steps  toward 
adopting  policies  that  provide  effective  protection  for  these  truly 
priceless  desert  wildlands. 


Sincerely, 


Craig  Hansen 
Burns  District  Manager 
Burns  District  BLM  Office 
HC74  -  12533  Highway  20  West 
Hines,  OR  97738 
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RICHARD  MEDLEY  RECEIVED 

FEB  2  6  1999 

VALE  DISTRICT  BLM 


February  24,  1999 


Ed  Singleton.  Vale  District  Manager 
Vale  District  BLM  Office 
100  Oregon  St. 

Vale,  OR  97918 

Dear  Mr.  Singleton, 

Re  the  Southeast  Oregon  Resource  Management  Plan.  I  urge  you  to  adopt  Alternative  D 

In  addition  to  adopting  Alternative  D,  which  emphasizes  the  natural  values  of  the  area,  I  firmly 
believe  that  alternative  should  also  be  strengthened  Tighter  limiLs  need  to  be  set  on  livestock 
grazing  in  the  area  to  avoid  ecosystem  degradation,  especially  on  the  fragile  Steens  Mountain 
and  Alvord  Desert  areas. 

Like  many  people  who  value  this  area.  I  am  deeply  suspicious  of  the  concept  of  ’adaptive 
management."  I  believe  firm  standards  must  be  set  for  grazing  and  adhered  to  in  order  to  avoid 
ecological  degradation.  The  area  covered  by  the  SEORMP  is  one  of  Oregon’s  crown  jewels; 
it  belongs  to  us  all,  and  not  just  to  the  cattle  ranchers.  We  must  protect  it  for  future 
generations 


Sincerely. 


id, Ud_- 
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RECEIVED 

February  22, 1999  FEB  2  6  1999 

VALE  DISTRICT  BLM 

Mr  Ed  Singleton 
Vale  District  Manager 
Vale  District  BLM  Office 
100  Oregon  Street 
Vale,  OR  97918 

Dear  Mr.  Singleton; 

I  am  writing  to  encourage  the  BLM  to  take  an  aggressive  stance 
to  protect  the  southeast  Oregon  desert  and  riparian  areas  from 
the  environmental  destruction  caused  by  grazing. 

Having  been  raised  on  a  farm  and  ranch,  I  can  speak  from 
personal  experience  on  two  issues.  First,  the  cow  is  not  an 
indigenous  species  and  for  that  matter  neither  are  sheep  or 
horses.  I  have  seen  the  damage  cattle  inflict  on  the  delicate 
desert  and  riparian  environment.  As  you  know  cattle  do  not 
graze  through  an  area.  They  stay  and  destroy.  The  only  way  to 
allow  the  land  to  heal  is  to  get  them  out.  Limiting  grazing  I  am 
afraid  will  not  work  because  cattle  are  not  like  the  wild 
creatures.  They  remain  in  the  areas  they  select  until  the  forage 
is  gone 

The  second  issue  is  that  I  have  witnessed  and  personally 
experienced  significant  lifestyle  and  basic  cultural  change 
There  is  great  resistance  but  in  the  end  it  is  not  only  necessary 
but  also  positive.  It  is  time  that  the  BLM  do  the  same  and  deal 
firmly  with  the  issue  of  pressure  from  the  ranchers  to  maintain  a 
culture  that  is  not  sustainable.  It  must  be  recognized  farming 
and  ranching  in  this  country  have  undergone  great  change 
Recognize  that  change  will  not  stop;  in  fact  it  will  accelerate 
Today  only  a  fraction  of  our  population  is  involved  in  this  activity 
and  it  is  growing  smaller  each  year  Ranching  is  a  wonderful 
lifestyle  and  culture,  but  unfortunately  in  many  areas  of  our 
country  it  cannot  be  preserved  primarily  because  of  the 


are  completely  interconnected  This  was  borne  out  by  the  analyses  of  Anadarko  data  that 
was  released  upon  forfeiture  of  the  geothermal  lease;  in  short,  chemical  analyses  of  flows 
from  test  wells  depicted  chemical  compositions  that  were  either  identical  to  Borax  Lake 
or  highly  similar  to  it.  Because  of  these  results  the  Conservancy  believes  that  any 
geothermal  development  in  proximity  to  the  underlying  geothermal  basin  of  Borax  Lake 
presents  an  unacceptable  risk  to  the  Borax  Lake  ecosystem  which  is  the  sole  habitat  for 
the  listed  endangered  Borax  Lake  chub. 

The  Conservancy  recommends  for  Objective  1  under  Energy  and  Mineral  Resources  (3- 
1 1)  that  the  BLM  adopt  Alternative  D  with  reference  to  no  leasing  within  a  3  by  8  mile 
buffer  around  Borax  Lake.  We  also  recommend  that  all  ACEC/RNAs  be  withdrawn  from 
nuneral  entry  as  exploration  and  development  would  substantially  degrade  the  resources 
for  which  these  areas  were  designated  to  represent  and  protect. 

Rare  Species 

The  special  status  plant  species  section  (3-22)  is  quite  brief  and  says  many  of  the  right 
things  regarding  using  a  mix  of  protection,  restoration  and  enhancement  measures  for 
species  and  their  habitats.  However,  given  the  large  number  of  species  that  are  listed  in 
Chapter  2  of  the  RMP/E1S  we  feel  that  there  should  be  more  specificity  regarding  future 
actions  for  at  least  some  of  these  species.  Table  2-6  details  how  much  of  the  likely 
habitat  has  been  inventoried  for  certain  species;  TNC  recommends  that  a  goal  of  the  plan 
should  be  that  75%  of  the  likely  habitat  should  be  surveyed  within  the  next  5  years. 

There  is  also  no  mention  of  the  use  of  habitat  management  plans  in  the  RMP  or  at  least 
no  goal  to  draft  additional  plans  for  other  species.  These  plans  have  been  drafted  after 
typically  lengthy  studies  of  the  species  and  their  habitats  such  that  they  should  be 
incorporated  into  the  RMP  and  implemented  as  a  primary  means  to  meet  the  objective 
stated  in  Chapter  3. 

Finally  it  is  noted  in  Chapter  2  that  several  specific  habitats  contain  a  number  of  rare 
plant  species  and  in  general  have  a  high  degree  of  endemism  associated  with  them.  The 
Vale  Sand  Hills,  Owyhee  Uplands  Ash  Deposits.  High  Steens  Alpine  Zone,  Playas,  Lithic 
Soils,  and  Limestone  are  all  discrete  areas  that  should  be  focused  on  in  the  RMP  as 
needed  special  attention  for  the  contributions  to  botanical  diversity  in  the  region. 
Management  attention  in  these  areas  should  include  but  not  be  limited  to  regular  botanic 
surveys  and  monitoring,  impacts  from  land  uses  and  management  actions  such  as  grazing, 
recreation,  road  maintenance,  wildfire,  among  others. 

Rare  animal  species  also  need  more  specific  attention  in  Chapter  3  of  the  RMP/EIS 
Specifically,  the  Conservancy  recommends  that  greater  effort  be  made  to  inventory 
unique  habitats  for  groups  of  species  of  which  little  is  known.  These  groups  include  but 
are  not  limited  lo  aquatic  and  terrestrial  mollusks.  aquatic  and  terrestrial  insects,  bats,  and 
other  small  mammals.  Bighorn  sheep  are  specifically  identified  in  the  plan  Objective  2 
.. -28).  we  recommend  that  greater  protection  for  potential  bighorn  habitat  be  afforded  by 
the  curtailment  of  domestic  sheep  grazing  where  such  allotments  overlap  with  bighorn 
potential  presence. 
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What  You  Can  Do.*.  ^  ***S  ^  ° 

ase  write  to  the  BLM  today.  Here  are  some  points  to  make  in  your^Sfify- 

1 .  Urge  BLM  to  reject  Alternative  C  and  instead  select  a  strengthened  AlterrV&6^D  that  ' 

excludes  livestock  grazing  from:  fyfi  l 

•  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers,  such  as  the  Blitzen  and  Owyhee  Rivers;  /  ^  J 

•  riparian  areas; 

•  critical  fish  and  wildlife  habitat; 

•  Areas  of  Critical  Environmental  Concern; 

•  wilderness  study  areas;  and 

•  grazing  allotments  in  fair  or  poor  condition. 

2.  Tell  the  BLM  "adaptive  management"  is  no  substitute  for  real  standards  and  guidelines; 
without  constant,  on-the-ground  monitoring,  adaptive  management  may  only  lead  to 
further  degradation. 

3.  Discuss  wilderness  study  areas,  rivers  and  other  areas  you  know  first-hand;  tell  BLM  why  you 
want  to  see  these  places  protected. 


a^v^.  ■X'  Cc. 
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RECEIVED 

FEB  2  5  1939 

VALE  DISTRICT  BU4 

Mr.  Edwin  J.  Singleton 

District  Manager,  Bureau  of  Land  Management 
vale  District  office 
100  Oregon  Street 
Vale,  OR  97918 

The  Malheur-Owyhee  Watershed  Council,  through  sub-committee 
and  in  general  session,  have  reviewed  the  draft  Southeast 
Oregon  Resource  Management  Plan  /  Environmental  Impact 
Statement. 

We  strongly  feel  that  a  major  emphasis  toward  control  and 
possible  eradication  of  invading  noxious  and  exotic  weed 
species  is  paramount  for  watershed  protection.  Ose  of  chemi¬ 
cal,  biological,  mechanical,  and  fire  management  tools  is 
mandatory  to  achieve  this  objective. 

Although  the  basic  concept  of  areas  of  environmental  concern 
and  research  natural  areas  held  merit  when  multiple  use 
management  was  less  intensively  managed,  we  strongly  support 
the  position  of  the  Malheur  County  Court  (April  1996)  which 
stated: 

"  With  the  management  flexibility  afforded  by  the  Vale 
Rangeland  Restoration  Project,  native  vegetation  has  made 
significant  recovery  during  the  ensuing  years. 

"We  recognize  the  merit  of  identifying  various  plant  commu¬ 
nities,  or  cells  as  sites  for  plant  scientists  to  study  and 
monitor  change  over  time,  as  identified  by  the  Nature  Con¬ 
servancy  through  a  possibly  predisposed  contract.  However, 
we  feel  that  neither  classification  as  a  Research  Natural 
Area  nor  an  Area  of  Environmental  Concern  is  appropriate  or 
necessary. 

"Research  Natural  Areas  (RNAs) ,  with  few  exceptions,  are 
established  to  preserve  and  monitor  ecosystems  unaffected  by 
human  activities.  Thus  livestock  grazing  and  recreational 
use  are  normally  excluded.  This  court  does  not  support  such 
a  deviation  from  multiple  use  on  public  lands  within  Malheur 
County . 


"Areas  of  Critical  Environmental  Concern  (ACECs) ,  by  Bureau 
of  Land  Management  manual  1613  standards,  (.02  Objectives  I 
"ACEC  designations  highlight  areas  where  special  management 
attention  is  needed  to  protect,  and  prevent  irreparable 
damage  to,  important  historic,  cultural,  and  scenic  values, 
fish,  or  wildlife  resources  or  other  natural  systems  or 
processes. . .Similarly,  under  .06,  Policy,  states:  'An  ACEC 
designation  is  the  principal  BLM  designation  for  public 
lands  where  special  management  is  required  to  protect. . . ' 
Special  Management  Attention  is  addressed  specifically 
in  .12.  'To  be  designated  as  an  ACEC,  £n  area  must  require 
special  management  attention  to  protect  the  important  and 
relevant  values. ' 

"We  contend  that  present  management  is  compatible  with  the 
continued  well-being  of  the  identified  vegetative  communi¬ 
ties.  Present  vegetation  is,  in  part,  a  result  of  past 
management  practices.  Should  problems  be  identified  in  the 
future,  existing  management  authority  (see  1613.22)  ade¬ 
quately  provides  flexibility  for  correction  (see  1613.33  E 
[ 1  and  2 ) ) . " 

A  more  acceptable  approach  would  be  for  documentation  of 
identified  sites  on  a  GIS  overlay  enabling  future  reference 
by  the  scientific  community  and  land  managers. 

Research  of  existing  exclusion  sites  totaling  over  6,400 
acres  in  Malheur  County  alone,  should  be  initiated.  Such 
sites,  estimated  at  several  hundred  in  number,  include 
riparian,  wetlands,  native  uplands,  and  seedings. 

Consequently,  our  council  favors  Alternative  "B",  viz. 
continue  present  management. 

Our  principal  concern  ia  that  of  management  encumbrance 
through  classif ication  as  ACEC  or  RNA  will  prevent  or  surely 
greatly  restrict  control  of  invasive  weed  species  through 
various  management  tools  available  presently  as  well  as  in 
the  future. 

The  Malheur-Owyhee  Watershed  Council  recommendations  for  the 
specific  ACEC/RNA  nominations  are  as  follows: 

The  following  is  a  consideration  of  each  existing  or  pro¬ 
posed  ACEC  or  ACEC/RNA  within  the  Malheur  and  Jordan  Re¬ 
source  Areas  by  the  Malheur  -  Owyhee  Watershed  Council.  We 
wished  not  to  discuss  the  merits  of  those  of  the  Andrews 
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Resource  Area,  which  is  not  within  the  Malheur  or  Owyhee 
watersheds. 

Malheur  Resource  Area 

Honeycombs  &C£C/_Mt\  (Existing  M  Potential  Addition) 

We  agree  with  the  existing  status  and  concur  with  the  3,378 
acre  addition  to  this  important  geological,  botanical,  and 
zoological  area.  This  area  is  worthy  of  RNA  status. 

Leslie  gulch  ACEC  (Existing) 

We  agree  with  Alternative  C. 

Mahogany  Ridge  ACEC/RNA  (Existing  and  Potential  Addition) 

We  agree  with  Alternative  B.  The  amount  of  privately  owned 
lands  in  the  area  precludes  effective  management  of  the 
small  BLM  tracts.  Excellent  similar  areas  exist  in  the 
Oregon  Canyon/Trout  Creek  Mountains  further  south  which  are 
largely  federal  land. 

Stockade  fountain  ACEC/RNA  (Existing  and  Potential  Addition) 

We  favor  retaining  the  original  653  acre  ACEC/RNA  but  reject 
an  additional  465  acres.  Thus  we  favor  Alternative  B.  We 
feel  the  isolated  status  of  BLM  lands  amid  private  and  state 
of  Oregon  holdings  precludes  management  opportunities. 

Hack  Canygfl  ACfg/RNA  .(Potential} 

Our  group  had  lots  of  discussion  of  this  area.  The  canyon 
itself  was  deemed  suitable  for  ACEC  status  —  but  not  for 
RNA  status.  Boundaries  were  questioned  as  being  too  inclu¬ 
sive.  Much  of  the  canyon  floor  and  stream  are  now  fenced  for 
riparian  protection.  Our  opinion  was  that  such  protection  is 
proper  and  could  well  qualify  as  an  ACEC,  but  not  as  an  RNA. 
The  included  uplands  do  not  require  special  management 
status . 

Castle  Rock  ACEC  (Potential) 

Considerable  discussion  on  this  important  transition  area 
where  forest  meets  desert.  Native  American  values  of  Castle 
Rock  plus  the  plant  digging  opportunities  afforded  by  the 
resources  of  this  area  are  considerable.  The  high  botanic 
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of  this  highly  developed  roadway. 

Oregon  Trail  ACEC-Tub  Mountain  Segment  (Proposal) 

Again,  our  specialists  felt  that  existing  management  was 
adequate  to  ensure  values  of  the  Oregon  Trail.  We  therefore 
do  not  support  this  ACEC.  This  segment  is  highly 
developed  ...  a  county  road,  2 -track  and  4 -wheel  drive 
routes,  numerous  barbed  wire,  steel  post  fences,  livestock 
water  troughs,  water  wells,  corrals,  and  reservoirs.  It's 
kind  of  100  years  after  the  fact. 

Oregon  TfaU  ACEC-Birch  Creek  Segment  (Proposal) 

We  support  inclusion  of  this  segment  of  the  Oregon  Trail  as 
an  ACEC. 

Ot£  Mountain  &CEC/RNA  (Potential) 

We  feel  this  element  has  been  fulfilled  by  the  adjacent 
Castle  Rock  area.  Ott  Mountain  is  a  small  tract  that  is 
fraught  with  political  problems. 

Owyhee  Below  the  Dam  ACEC  (Potential) 

This  area  is  highly  recreation  oriented.  Plans  by  Bureau  of 
Reclamation  are  just  now  coming  on  line.  Malheur  County, 
which  maintains  the  rather  expensive  road  system,  would  like 
BLM  to  take  over.  Great  cost.  The  area  is  human  controlled 
due  to  the  dam  releases,  etc.  It's  a  neat  area  but  a  very 
hot  issue.  We  are  neutral  on  this  ...  but  beware. 

QfrYhee  Views  A,C£C  (Potential) 

We  can  not  support  the  rational  for  this  proposal.  All  of 
the  area  of  concern  is  protected  at  present  through  manage¬ 
ment  plans  now  in  place. 

South  Alkali  Sand  Hills  ACEC  (Proposal) 

Our  belief  is  that  weed  control,  fire  suppression,  wildlife 
habitat,  and  watershed  values  are  paramount  in  this  area.  We 
feel  that  an  ACEC  for  endemic  plants  ...  that  have  persisted 
through  over  120  years  of  domestic  livestock  use  ...  is 
inappropriate.  Management  flexibility  is  mandatory.  Hence  we 
support  Alternative  B. 
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and  zoologic  values,  and  recreational  use  of  the  area  all 
suggested  our  group  embrace  the  Alternative  C  option.  Which 
we  did. 

Ming  JBflalP  ACEC/RNA  (Potential) 

This  relatively  small  (755  acres)  area  has  been  identified 
as  being  of  importance  to  the  botanic,  geologic  and  fossil 
values  of  southeastern  Oregon  ^nd  adjacent  Idaho.  We  concur 
with  its  suggested  designation  as  an  ACEC/RNA. 

Dry  Creek  gorge  A££C  (Potential) 

Consensus  was  reached  for  that  portion  of  Dry  Creek  from 
Juniper  Creek  upstream  to  and  including  the  cave  as  an  ACEC. 

Hammond  Hills  Sftlld  Hills  ACEC/RNA  (Potential) 

We  do  not  support  this  proposed  designation.  Present  manage¬ 
ment  has  protected  this  desert  vegetation.  Present  manage¬ 
ment  should  continue  to  do  so.  Thus  Alternative  B  is  fa¬ 
vored. 

Lake  Ridge  ACEC/RNA  (Potential) 

We  find  little  or  no  need  to  grant  special  status  to  plant 
communities  that  are  common  and  certainly  compatible  with 
present  management.  Alternative  B  is  thus  selected. 

fork  Malheur  River  AgEC  IProposaj ) 

We  support  this  ACEC  proposal. 

Nor tA  Ridge  Bully  Creek  ACEC/MA  XRJLPPQsaU 

We  can  not  support  such  a  designation  based  on  native  plant 
communities  that  are  not  in  jeopardy.  Present  management  is 
adequate  for  the  resource  values  identified. 

Oregon  Trail  ACEC-Kenney  pass  Segment  I Proposal). 

Our  consensus  was  that  this  area  of  presently  highly  dis¬ 
turbed  rangeland  is  now  adequately  protected  through  exist¬ 
ing  management  classification  concerning  the  Oregon  Trail. 
Seedings  of  crested  wheatgrass  adjoin  the  area,  numerous 
water  and  cable  systems  follow  or  cross  the  subject  area. 
Management  constraints  are  available  for  future  management 
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South  Rull  Canyon  ACEC/RNA  (Potential) 

We  agree  with  the  Malheur  County  Court  insofar  as  a  general 
lack  of  need  for  specific  sites  for  plant  communities  has 
not  been  documented.  The  sites  occur  universally  throughout 
the  area.  We  favor  a  listing  of  these  sites  so  researchers 
and  others  can  access  them,  as  needed.  Thus,  we  can  not 
endorse  this  proposal  based  on  plant  associations.  Therefore 
Alternative  B  is  favored. 

South  Ridge  Bally  Creek  ACEC/RNA  (Potential) 

This  site  is  similar  to  the  prior.  It  is  a  botanical  issue 
that  is  merely  filling  a  "cell"  for  the  geographic  region. 

We  feel  it  is  not  necessary  to  so  designate  an  area. 

Spring  Mountain  ACEC/RNA  (Potential) 

Our  group  supported  this  nomination. 

Jordan  Resource  Area 

Jordan  Craters  ACEC/RNA  (Existing  and  Potential 
Add itiona/Bslgt jons . 

We  endorse  Alternative  D.  The  identified  values  of  this 
ACEC/RNA  are  considerable  and  encompass  botanical,  zoologi¬ 
cal,  and  geological  values.  Little  resource  use  is  in 
conflict  with  proper  and  prescribed  management. 

Owyhee  River  AgEC  (Existing  and  Potential  Deletion) 

We  support  deletion  in  Alternative  C. 

saddle  Butte  ACEC  (Existing  and  Potential  Additions/Dele- 
tion§i. 

We  concur  with  the  relevant  values  of  this  area.  The  public 
safety  issue  of  ACEC  nomination  is  most  applicable  here. 

We  therefore  support  this  present  ACEC  and  the  addition. 

Whitehorse  Butte  AC£C  (Existing  and  Potential 
Additions/ Deletions! 

The  Malheur/ Owyhee  Watershed  Council  believes  present  man¬ 
agement,  which  is  directed  toward  improvement  of  riparian 
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habitats,  is  highly  successful.  We  therefore  support  Alter¬ 
native  C,  which  refers  to  Alternative  A. 

Dry  Creek  Bench  ACEC/RNA  (Potential) 

As  stated  before,  we  recognize  the  scientific  value  of 
various  vegetative  communities.  Such  areas  can  be  identified 
to  researchers  through  many  means  ...  GIS  location,  for 
example.  We  see  no  merit  in  declaring  an  area  an  ACEC  or  RNA 
just  because  it  is  universally  present. 

We  all  rejected  this  ACEC/RNA  proposal. 

Little  Whitehorse  Creek  ACEg/RKft  (.potential) 

This  classic  exclosure  of  1972  has  had  such  an  impact  on 
riparian  resource  management  through  public  education  on 
tours.  We  of  the  Watershed  Council  support  this  site  as  an 
ACEC/RNA. 

Mendi  Gori  Playa  ACEC/RNA  (Potential) 

We  support  this  148  acre  site  (Alternative  C) . 

Palomino  PI  ay  a  ACEC/RNA  (Potential! 

Our  council  concurs  with  Alternative  C. 

Three  Forks  ACEC/RNA  (Proposal) 

Overall,  we  support  Alternative  C. 

Toppin  Creek  Butte  ACEC/RNA  (Potential.) 

This  excellent  condition  rangeland  has  been  managed  well  by 
the  BI2*  and  the  rancher.  We  favor  Alternative  B. 


Respectfully  submitted  25  February  1999 

fbJL  R&C 

Herb  Futter,  Chairman,  Malheur-Owyhee  Watershed  Council 
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VALE  DISTRICT  BLM 
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From : 

To: 

Date : 
Subject : 


"Brauner ,  Kalman"  <Kalman.Brauner«PSS. Boeing. com> 
" * esinglet®blm.gov * "  <esinglet®blm. gov> 

3/1/99  1:00pm 
Comments  on  the  SEORMP 


March  1,  1999 


Mr.  Ed  Singleton,  Vale  District  Manager 
Vale  District  BLM  Office 
100  Oregon  Street 
Vale  OR  97918 

Dear  Mr.  Singleton: 

I  am  writing  to  you  to  comment  on  the  Southeast  Oregon  Resource  Management 
Plan.  I  like  to  make  two  points: 

*  Please  reject  the  BLM's  preferred  alternative,  Alternative  C. 
Instead,  I  urge  you  to  adopt  a  strengthened  Alternative  D  that  would  exclude 
livestock  grazing  from: 

Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers,  such  as  the  Blitzen  and  Owyhee 

Rivers ; 

riparian  areas ; 

critical  fish  and  wildlife  habit; 
areas  o  critical  environmental  concern; 
wilderness  study  areas,-  and 

grazing  allotments  in  fair  cr  poor  condition. 

*  In  my  view  "adaptive  management"  is  not  a  real  substitute  for  real 
standards  and  guidelines.  Without  constant,  on- the-ground  monitoring, 
adaptive  management  may  only  lead  to  further  degradation. 

My  wife  and  I  have  visited  the  Vale  and  Bums  districts  quite  a  few  times. 

The  area  is  magnificent  and  strikingly  beautiful.  However,  the  damage  from 
overgrazing  was  extremely  evident  to  us  on  several  visits.  In  particular,  on 
one  drive  on  the  east  side  of  the  main  Owyhee  River,  south  of  U.S.  95,  there 
were  miles  and  miles  of  land  that  had  so  many  hoof  prints  that  there  was 
virtually  no  grass  left.  The  ONLY  thing  noticeable  was  hoof  prints.  It  was 
very  sad.  Grazing  must  be  reduced I 

Thanks  for  listening! 


Kalman  Brauner 


Kalman  Brauner 
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BALTZOR  CATTLE  CO.,  INC.  v.,c_ 

Allen  Sr  Virginia  Raltzor  “(Strict 


February  28.  1999 

FAX  TRANSMISSION  and 

CERTIFIED  MAll.-REn.RN  RBCBPT  REOUES1F.D: 

USD1-BLM 
Vale  District  Office 
100  Oregon  Street 
Vale,  Oregon  97918 

Attn:  Gary  Cooper 

Re:  COMMENTS  to  the  "Draft  Southeastern  Oregon  Resource  Management 

Plan-  Environmental  Impact  Statement"  (DEIS)  dated  September,  1998. 

Dear  Mr.  Cooper 

Thank  you  for  this  opportunity  to  comment  to  the  DEIS. 

We  own  and  control  a  Grazing  Preference  within  the  Mahoganv  Mt.  Allotment 
(10509)  and  Spring  Ml  Allotment  (10504).  Malheur  Resource  Area.  Vale  Grazing 
District  (Oregon),  to  the  extent  of  7.779  AUMs,  and  47  AUMs.  respectfully.  We  also  own 
a  substantial  amount  of  private  within  and  adjacent  to  these  Allotments.  We  also  own 
water  rights.  We  also  own  a  substantial  amount  of  livestock  and  farming-ranching 
equipment  All  of  these  assets  -  as  well  as  others  -  are  used  in  combination  to  sustain 
a  viable  livestock  operation;  an  operation  which  has  existed  well  before  the  passage 
of  the  Taylor  Crazing  Act  in  1934. 

As  is  obvious  from  the  extent  of  our  Grazing  Preferences,  we  are  verv  much 
public  land  dependent.  Our  cattle  presently  graze  annually  under  a  deterred  grazing 
rotation  sy  stem  within  the  Mahogany  Mt.  Allotment  from  March  25  to  October  .11,  and 
our  horses  present  graze  annually  within  a  certain  pasture  of  the  Spring  Mt. 
Allotment  from  April  1  to  October  3 1 .  While  these  livestock  are  grazing  upon  the 
public  land  within  these  Allotments,  we  manage  our  private  land  lor  grass  and  hay 
production,  so  as  to  sustain  these  livestock  between  November  1  and  March  24/March 
51.  Iherelore.  the  sustainability  of  the  present  livestock  lorage  allocations  within 
these  Allotments  is  essential  to  the  surviv  al  of  our  operation. 

Ihe  DEIS  at  page  x  (Summary )  states  that  "(t)here  are  no  new  allocations 
being  proposed"  (emphasis  supplied)  within  this  planning  document  Although 
we  accept  this  statement  and  intend  to  hold  you  to  this  statement,  our  review  of  the 
DEIS  and  our  comments  herein  suggest  to  us  that  there  is  a  defacto  re-allocation  of 
forage  to  other  uses  as  it  relates  to  our  affected  Allotments,  like  (1)  enlargement  and 
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new  designations  of  ACBC/RNA,  (2)  restrictions  relating  to  Oft  Highway  Vehicle 
Areas,  Recreation  Opportunity  Spectrum,  and  Visual  Resource  Management,  (3) 
designation  of  winter  range  for  Elk,  and  (4)  creation  of  objectives,  which  are  often 
vague.  We  are  especially  sensitive  to  these  issues  because  any  re-allocation  can  and 
will  dramatically  and  adversely  impact  the  stability  of  our  operation,  which  is  our 
sole  livelihood. 

We  are  good  stewards.  The  proof  of  this  fact  is  most  apparent  by  the  DEIS 
characterization  of  many  features  within  the  Allotments  which  w’e  use  as 
purportedly  containing  "important"  values  tb  purportedly  justify  the  enlargement  or 
establishment  of  ACEC/RNA  and  other  restrictions.  In  short,  since  these  "values" 
currently  exist,  then  obviously  and  undeniably,  our  family's  stewardship  over  the 
last  many ,  many  decades  have  maintained  and  improved  these  "values"  overtime.  We 
therefore  find  absolutely  no  rational  justification  to  propose  to  Implement  additional 
ACEC/RNA  and  other  restrictions,  discussed  herein. 

We  do  not  find  fault  with  the  whole  DEIS,  as  to  its  Alternative  "C"  (preferred 
alternative).  We  are  encourage  by  the  change  in  land  tenure.  We  are  encouraged  by 
the  principle  to  make  "no  new  allocations".  We  are  also  encouraged  by  the  DEIS 
acknowledgment  and  recognition  of  our  stewardship  -  as  well  as  the  that  of  BLM  -  in 
maintaining  and  enhancing  overtime  the  "values"  (discussed  above),  in  the  days  of 
criticism  of  the  ranching  community  (and  sometimes  that  of  BLM).  those  criticisms 
are  totally  unjustified  as  to  the  Allotments  within  which  we  are  authorized. 
Iherelore,  and  ultimately,  we  would  advocate  for  a  proposed  action  somewhere 
between  Alternative  "C"  and  Alternative  "B". 

lo  ease  the  review,  our  comments  are  divided  into  two  major  sections  and 
principally  deal  with  Alternative  *C,  the  preferred  alternative.  The  first  Section 
comments  upon  certain  statements  made  throughout  the  DEIS  in  Volume  I  and  11, 
which  relate  (or  may  relate)  to  the  Mahogany  Mt.  Allotment,  Spring  ML  Allotment] 
our  private  land,  or  our  livestock  operation.  Ihe  second  Section  comments  upon  the 
v  arious  Maps  appended  to  Volume  1  and  II.  We  have  attempted  to  comment  to  specific 
statements  throughout  the  two  volumes,  but  to  the  extent  that  we  have  commented  in 
one  section  to  the  same  concept  or  objective  in  another  section,  please  consider  our 
comments  to  apply  throughout  the  document  to  the  issue  (tor  example,  we  mav  have 
commented  regarding  a  map  delineation  of  an  ACEG,  but  not  made  the  same  comment 
in  an  appendix  or  at  each  reference  in  the  text  of  Volume  I  to  the  same  issue). 


I.  COMMENTS  RELATING  TO  CEKIA1N  STAIEMENTS  WITHIN  VOLUME  I  & 

^8C  x  lhe  DEIS  states  that  "(iff  the  evaluation  of  implemented  actions 
identifies  that  objective! s)  are  not  begin  met  according  to  criteria 
outline  in  the  selected  alternative,  then  management  changes  would  be 
implemented." 

Although  this  statement  sounds  good  and  would  appear  to  sound  fair, 
this  is  a  "loaded"  statemenL  What  "objectives"?  And  even  if  they  are  the 
"objectives"  stated  as  pages  xi  to  xiv,  or  the  "objectives"  stated  in  Chapter 
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3.  these  "objectives"  are  not  site  specific  to  an  Allotment  or  defined  area. 
Any  "objective"  must  be  quantifiable,  measurable,  and  reasonable.  We 
have  repeatedly  witnessed  through  the  decades  the  implementation  of 
"change”  based  upon  purported  "objectives"  which  lark  said  qualities. 

Page  x  lhe  DEIS  relies  upon  the  "Scientific  Assessment  for  the  Draft  interior 

Columbia  Basin  Ecosystem  management  Plan". 

We  take  strong  exception  with  the  DEIS  relying  upon  other  "planning 
documents"  to  justify  planning  decisions  in  the  DEIS,  as  well  as  making 
the  DEIS  conditioned  upon  the  Interior  Columbia  Basin  Ecosvstem 
Management  Project  (See  page  1-1)  (See  also  page  3-4) 

Page  xi  lhe  DEIS  states  an  objective  to  "(r)estore.  protect,  and  enhance  the 
diversity  and  distribution  of  desirable  vegetation . * 

We  object  to  any  objective,  especially  this  one,  which  does  not  tie  itself 
to  the  capability  of  the  resource  and  a  principle  which  defines  that 
capability.  What  is  "desirable”  for  one  person,  may  not  be  "desirable" 
lor  another.  We  suggest  this  objective  be  modified  to  tie  itself  to  the 
concept  of  "ecological  condition",  then  everyone  can  not  dispute  w  hat  is 
capable  at  a  given  site  and  what  is  expected  at  a  given  site. 

Page  xii  lhe  DEIS  states  as  to  SUPS  and  SSAS  an  "order"  to  conserve  certain 
species. 

We  do  not  object  to  (1)  and  (2).  However,  we  object  to  (3)  to  (8),  and 
especially  (b)  to  (81,  for  the  reason  there  is  no  cited  authority  to  control 
management  based  upon  the  rating  m  (3)  to  (8).  |See  also  the  Predator 
recommendation  below). 

Page  xii  lhe  DEIS  ignores  as  to  "wildlife"  objective  predators. 

We  strongly  recommend  that  the  "wildlife"  objective  be  amended  to 
include  or  an  additional  objective  is  establish  relating  management  of 
predators  of  both  wildlife  and  livestock. 

Page  xii  Ihe  DEIS  relies  upon  the  "Oregon's  Bighorn  Sheep  Management  Plan" 

We  take  strong  exception  with  the  DEIS  relying  upon  other  "planning 
documents"  to  justify  planning  decisions  in  the  DEIS.  However,  it  is 
possible  that  at  least  as  to  this  Bighorn  planning  document  the  DEIS 
appreciates  that  it  must  be  implemented  "in  a  manner  consistent  with 
the  principles  of  multiple-use  management." 

Page  xiii  The  DBS  simply  elected  to  "(p)rovide  for  a  sustained  level  of  livestock 
grazing  consistent  with  other  resource  objectives  and  public  land  use 
allocations." 

Wc  strongly  object  to  this  objective,  it  is  making  livestock  use  a  second- 
class  citizen.  The  objective  is  conditional  in  nature,  and  making 


livestock  use  subject  to  "other  resource  objectives''  and  other 
"allocations".  Livestock  is  one  of  the  principle  multiple-uses  under  the 
Federal  Land  Policy  and  Management  Act,  and  is  the  highest  and  best 
use  within  a  Grazing  District  under  the  layior  Grazing  Act. 

We  recommend  that  this  objective  be  rewritten  so  as  to  not  only 
"provided  for",  but  also  maintain  and  enhance  livestock  use  and 
resources  within  the  capabilities  of  the  range  sites  and  adjudicated 
Grazing  Preferences,  including  via  artificial  means,  like  prescribed  fire 
and  seeding*.  This  will  not  only  maintain  and  enhance  livestock  use, 
but  wildlife  as  well. 

Page  1-11  lhe  DEIS  states  that  "(p)rinciples  of  ecosystem  management,  as  well  as  a 
continuing  commitment  to  multiple-use  and  sustained  yield,  will  guide 
land  use  decisions  in  the  planning  area." 

What  does  this  mean!  This  may  sound  good,  but  it  is  a  meaningless 
statement.  Concepts  of  multiple-use  can  be  generally  understood  and 
applied,  and  concepts  of  sustained-yield  can  be  generally  understood 
and  applied.  However,  "principles  of  ecosystem  management"  is  not 
defined.  As  mentioned  above,  we  object  to  the  application  of  any 
objectives  or  "principles"  which  are  not  quantifiable,  measurable,  and 
reasonable.  We  have  repeatedly  witnessed  through  the  decades  the 
implementation  of  “change”  based  upon  purported  "objectives"  and 
principles  which  lack  said  qualities.  Why  set  up  the  public  or  the 
agency  (or  conflict  by  using  or  applying  objectives  or  principles  which 
are  not  quantifiable,  measurable,  and  reasonable. 

Page  1-11  The  DBS  relies  upon  "existing  laws,  regulations,  and  BLM  policies"  to 
drive  this  planning  document.  It  also  relies  upon  "plans,  programs,  and 
policies  of  other  Federal  agencies,  State  and  local  governments,  and 
American  Indian  tribes." 

We  object  to  the  DBS  reliance  upon  "BLM  policies"  because  they  arc  not 
lawv  Wc  also  object  to  the  DBS  reliance  upon  other  "plans,  programs, 
and  policies"  by  others  to  the  extent  not  duly  enacted  as  authorized  by 

aw  * 


Page  1-13  Livestock  Management.  The  DEIS  fails  to  cite  or  specifically  rely  upon 
the  Taylor  Grazing  Act  and  the  Federal  Land  Policy  and  Management  Act 
to  guide  the  program  planning  criteria,  suggesting  its  non-reliance 
upon  these  laws.  Moreover,  "suitability"  of  rangeland  is  an  irrelevant 
concept  to  livestock  management  upon  the  public  lands.  The  former 
Secretary  of  Interior  determined  that  the  public  land  within  the  Vale- 
Grazing  District  was  effective  suitable,  when  he  concluded  that  the 
highest  and  best  use  was  for  livestock  grazing.  We  contend  that  the 
public  land  within  the  Mahogany  Ml  Allotment  and  Spring  Mt. 
Allotment  is  "suitable"  for  livestock  use. 
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rage  2-1 U  Ihe  DhlS  makes  reference  to  the  fact  that  ”|i]n  many  areas,  natural  or 
geologic  erosion  rates  are  too  lat  to  develop  distinct,  deep  soil  horizons. 

We  concur,  but  these  areas  and/or  "soil  types"  should  be  specifically 
identified  as  to  location,  setting,  or  other  appropriate  means  of 
identification. 

Page  2-10  The  DH1S  contains  a  paragraph  dealing  with  soil  compaction,  which 
appears  to  state  that  compaction  ALWAYS  results  from  concentrated 
activity,  grazing,  and  pedestrian  traffic,  and  that  it  ALWAYS  reduces 
infiltration,  etc. 

lhis  is  wrong.  "Compaction"  per  se  may  not  occur  at  all,  depending 
upon  the  soil  type  (only  soils  with  high  clay  contents  normally  are 
subject  to  compression),  and  if  it  does  occur,  it  may  be  seasonal  or 
longer-term.  Seasonal  compaction  is  rectified  by  the  freeze/thaw 
cycles  which  occur  over  the  winter,  whereas  longer-term  compaction  is 
that  which  does  not  respond  to  the  seasonal  changes  in  soil  due  to  the 
normal  climatic  cycling.  Lven  longer-term  compaction  is  not 
irreversible,  contrary  to  the  impression  left  by  the  document. 

We  recommend  that  the  statement  be  modified  to  reflect  soils  in  which 
compaction  does  not  normally  represent  a  potential  management 
challenge  and  those  in  which  it  might;  that  for  those  soils  in  which 
compaction  may  occur,  the  statement  be  modified  to  read  that 
compaction  MAY  occur  with  the  noted  activities  (and  others,  including 
wildlife  and  wild  horse  use);  and  that  "compaction"  comes  in  different 
degrees,  most  of  which  recover  by  the  following  spring. 

Page  2-10  lhe  document  implies  that  the  presence  of  early  serai  stage  plant 
communities  (annuals)  is  an  indicator  or  lost  soil  productivity. 

lhis  is  wrong.  With  rare  exception,  sites  which  are  dominated  by 
annual  species  have  not  lost  their  productive  potential,  as  is  witnessed 
whenever  BLM  or  others  convert  an  area  dominated  by  cheatgrass  to 
one  dominated  by  perennial  grasses,  shrubs,  and  forbs  through 
rangeland  seeding.  Such  instances  demonstrate  that  the  underlying 
soil  productivity  remains,  but  is  simply  awaiting  the  seed  source  for 
perennial  vegetation. 

We  recommend  that  this  statement  be  modified  to  clarify'  those  rare 
occasions  to  which  it  might  apply  and  denote  that  the  presence  of 
annual  species  often  is  NOT  an  indicator  of  reduced  site  potential,  or  that 
the  entire  statement  be  stricken. 

Page  2-10  Reference  is  made  to  microbiotic  crusts,  and  that  such  crusts  "play  a 
role  in  fixing  nitrogen,  filtering  water,  retaining  soil  moisture,  and 
controlling  soil  erosion."  The  paragraph  ends  by  cautioning  that  the 
existing  studies  should  be  used  "with  caution". 
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We  believe  BLM  has  in  its  discussion  confused  on-the-ground 
implementation  activities  (management  actions)  with  guiding 
principles  (BMPs),  and  attempted  to  list  all  conceivable  management 
actions  as  BMP’s.  A  separation  of  the  guiding  principle  from  the 
management  action  needs  to  occur  in  this  Appendix,  and  we  recommend 
that  generic  BMP’s  be  listed,  followed  by  a  listing  of  some,  but  not 
necessarily  all,  management  actions  which  are  in  compliance  with  the 
BMP’s. 

ihird,  as  to  the  listing  of  "BMP’s": 

Road  Design  and  Maintenance:  No  comment 

Surface-Disturbing  Activities:  "BMP’s"  #1-3  have  nothing  to  do 
with  "maintaining  or  improving  water  quality,  soil  productivity, 
and  the  protection  of  watershed  resources"  and  should  be 
eliminated  or  placed  in  a  separate  section  for  consideration  under 
VKM  provisions.  Whether  eliminated  or  moved,  they  are  not 
proper  considerations  for  water,  soil,  or  watershed  maintenance 
or  improvement. 

Rights-of-way  and  Utility  Corridors:  No  comment. 

Forest  Management:  "BMP"  #1  should  be  eliminated,  as  it  is 

not  a  proper  consideration  for  water,  soil,  or  watershed 
maintenance  or  improvement,  but  is  rather  a  VRM  consideration, 
lhe  portion  of  BLM  #2  which  references  "high  scenic  values” 
should  be  eliminated,  tor  the  same  reason. 

Hre  Suppression:  BMP  #2  should  be  modified  to  permit  the 
seeding  of  non-native,  but  adapted,  species  to  all  sites.  Such 
species  are  available  at  generally  lower  costs  than  "native" 
species,  and  are  equal  or  superior  to  "native"  species  in 
watershed  protection,  and  furthermore  are  generally  superior  in 
terms  of  germination  on  harsher  sites  and  competitive  ability 
with  undesirable  annuals  and  noxious  weeds. 

Prescribed  Burning:  No  Comment. 

livestock  Grazing  Management:  ibis  section  contains  no  "BMP’", 
but  instead  references  Appendices  K  and  S. 

As  to  Appendix  K; 

1.  lhe  unsubstantiated,  subjective,  and  incorrect  opinion  that 
"livestock  grazing  in  desert  steppe  communities  is  seldom 
necessary  to  meet  vegetation  management  objectives"  should 
be  removed.  It  is  an  opinion  which  is  first  of  all  wrong,  and  it 
is  an  opinion  which,  even  were  it  correct,  is  irrelevant  to 
BLM's  obligation  to  manage  for  more  than  "vegetation 


In  fact,  the  studies  which  have  been  conducted  have  had  the  fuli 
spectrum  of  results,  and  microbiotic  crusts  often  act  to  inhibit 
infiltration,  resulting  in  more  run-off.  and  act  to  inhibit  perennial 
seedling  emergence.  Iheir  "role"  in  nitrogen  fixation  is,  at  the  very 
best,  minuscule,  and  is  certainly  questionable  as  to  whether  such 
function  is  at  all  significant,  except  in  extremely  limited  soils  and 
situations. 

We  recommend  that  this  paragraph  be  modified  to  include  a  more 
thorough  and  balanced  presentation  of  w'hat  the  studies  say,  including 
the  "con"  of  microbiotic  crust  formation,  and  also  that  the  statement 
urging  caution  in  the  application  be  modified  to  note  that  such  studies 
should  NOl  be  applied  to  the  SBJKMP  area. 

Page  2-10  Reference  is  made  to  "Best  Management  Practices"  (BMP’s),  which  are 
discussed  in  Appendix  O,  Volume  2.  page  371. 

However,  at  page  371  of  Appendix  O,  the  statement  is  made  that  the 
document  DOBS  NOT  contain  all  of  the  BMPs,  and  that  additional  BMPs 
may  be  developed  at  other  times,  and  that  "continual  refinement"  is 
necessary. 

Hrst,  we  object  to  the  never-ending,  open-ended  provision  contained  at 
this  page,  because  such  provision  does  not  afford  us  the  opportunity  to 
make  comment  upon  such  future  creation  of  BMP’s,  and  is  therefore 
contrary  to  the  requirements  of  meaningful  public  comment  for  which 
this  DBS  was  created.  We  also  object  because  such  provision  might 
render  our  permits  in  jeopardy  at  the  whim  of  the  authorized  officer  in 
future  determinations. 

However,  we  are  not  opposed  to  alternative  means  to  accomplish  the 
same  goal,  and  w-e  support  such  concept. 

Therefore,  the  provision  should  be  modified  to  provide  that  if  additional 
BMP’s  are  developed  on  a  site-specific  basis,  they  would  be  developed 
and  implemented  only  with  the  concurrence  of  the  affected 
applicant/permittee,  and  would  be  undertaken  voluntarily,  not 
manditorily. 

Second,  if  BMP’s  are  in  need  of  "continual"  refinement,  then  by- 
definition,  whatever  exists  at  a  moment  in  time  must  not  be  a  "best 
management  practice"  because  it  is  in  need  of  refinement,  and  we 
object  to  such  notion,  because  such  position  provides  no  stability  to  the 
applicant/ permittee  and  would  place  our  permits  in  jeopardy  at  the 
whim  of  the  authorized  officer  if  he/she  made  an  instantaneous 
determination  that  already-implemented  BMPs  were,  for  any  reason  or 
no  reason,  in  need  of  "refinement".  Such  open-ended  non-commitment 
may  lead  to  abuse  of  the  process  by  the  authorized  officer,  to  which  we 
would  certainly  object. 
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management  objectives"  (including  its  statutory-  obligation  to 
safeguard  the  grazing  preference  of  the  permittees). 

2.  lhe  entire  discussion  is  an  overly  generic,  incomplete,  and 
sometimes  erroneous  discussion,  depending  on  the  particular 
areas  and  management  being  considered,  and  particularly  as 
concerns  the  effects  of  utilization  greater  than  bl%  and  the 
effects  of  grazing  exclusion,  it  is  our  opinion  that  the  great 
variety  of  vegetation  responses  to  any  combination  of 
intensity,  season,  and  rotation  of  uses,  is  the  fundamental 
reason  that  BLM  created  monitoring  protocols  for 
measurement  of  resource  utilization  and  conditions,  and  why 
BLM  monitors  condition  over  time  to  determine  trends  in 
those  conditions. 

In  short,  all  of  the  "absolute"  statements  in  this  section  can  be, 
and  often  are,  wrong  when  the  monitoring  data  is  analyzed, 
lhe  bottom  line  is  that  Appendix  K  contains  a  discussion  of 
simple  and  generic  range  management  "principles"  and  self- 
serving  statements  (particularly  regarding  "heavy" 
utilization)  that  may  not  be  found  to  be  true  under  on-the- 
ground  management  conditions. 

As  to  Appendix  S: 

1.  We  object  to  conditioning  any  permit  to  the  presence  of,  or 
mitigation  for,  "federal  candidate  species",  "assessment 
species",  "tracking  species",  "Special  Status  species",  or 
"Bureau  sensitive  species".  lhere  is  no  such  thing  as  a 
"federal  candidate  species",  and  we  believe  BLM  lacks  the 
statutory'  authority  to  manage  any  non-listed  species  as 
though  it  were  a  threatened  or  endangered  species,  or  to  give 
such  non- 1  &L  species  priority  over  other  multiple  uses. 

2.  lhe  second  sentence  of  the  paragraph  beginning  with 

"Normal  maintenance  or  should  be  modified  to  read, 
"Maintenance  can  include,  but  is  not  limited  to . " 

3.  Within  the  final  sentence  of  the  paragraph  beginning 
with  "Normal  maintenance  of\  the  provision  for  "mitigation" 
should  be  stricken.  It  is  unreasonable  and  unfair  to  "overlay" 
a  "special  management  area"  on  an  area  which  contains 
Permitted  range  improvement  projects,  and  then  on  account 
of  the  creation  of  the  SMA.  require  modifications  of  the 
projects  or  the  means  of  maintaining  them.  Further,  if  the 
creation  of  the  SMA  creates  a  dcfacto  re-allocation  of 
resources,  then  BLM  must  by  law  compensate  the  permittee 
for  the  range  improvement. 

Mining:  No  comment. 
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Wildlife  Habitat  Rrotection:  this  entire  section  should  be 

stricken,  because  it  has  nothing  to  do  with  BMPs  for  soil,  water, 
and  watershed  protection.  It  is  instead  a  list  of  wildlife 
goals/objectives  for  the  SLORMR  area,  and  as  such  is 
inappropriate  in  this  section  or  as  any  consideration  in 
soil/water/watershed  BMPs  to  achieve  state  water  quality 
standards. 

Noxious  Weed  Management:  No  comment. 

Developed  Recreation:  BMP  #2  appears  contrary  to  the 

objectives  stated  for  the  creation  of  BMPs  at  the  beginning  of  the 
Appendix.  "Hardening"  sites,  including  pavement  and 
engineered  road  construction,  unless  they  are  properly  mitigated 
by  other  management  actions,  tend  to  increase  run-off  and 
decrease  infiltration,  both  normally  contrary  to  water,  soil,  and 
watershed  maintenance  and  improvement.  I  his  BMP  should  be 
modified  to  provide  that,  where  such  "hardening"  occurs  to 
accommodate  recreation  use,  it  will  be  properly  mitigated 
through  project  design  similar  to  those  for  "Road  Design  and 
Maintenance",  and  should  also  be  modified  to  provide  that  such 
recreation  development  will  be  minimized,  The  portion  of  BMP 
relating  to  "quality  of  recreation  experience"  should  be 
eliminated,  because  it  has  nothing  to  do  with  meeting  state  water 
quality  standards,  or  soil  and  watershed  protection,  further,  the 
"quality"  of  a  recreation  experience  is  entirely  subjective  and 
personal  to  the  each  person  participating  (one  man’s  quality 
recreation  experience  is  a  jet  ski,  another's  is  a  canoe),  ihe 
portion  of  BMP  »4  dealing  with  "public  safety  issues,  and/or 
conflicts  between  recreation  uses”  should  be  eliminated,  for  the 
same  reason.  1  he  part  ol  BMP  dealing  with  "quality  recreation 
experience"  should  be  eliminated,  for  the  same  reason. 


I  age  2-20  ihe  claim  is  made  that  the  distribution  of  quaking  aspen  has  declined 
over  the  past  100  to  200  years.  No  citation  is  given  for  this  statement 
and  therefore  no  foundation  for  its  inclusion  in  the  document.  Ihe 
citation  (Crow  1996)  lists  his  work  as  occurring  in  the  Blue  Mountains 
which  are  not  pan  of  the  StORMP  area,  lather  the  statement  should  be 
withdrawn,  or  credible  citation  for  the  presumption  should  be  given, 
furthermore,  if  Crowe's  cited  work  is  the  result  of  research,  the 
conclusions  may  mean  something  in  the  Blue  Mountains  (but  not 
necessarily  the  SfcORMP  area),  but  if  the  claim  is  merely  the  recitation 
of  an  off-hand  comment  or  claim  made  by  Crowe,  it  means  nothing. 

Page  2-20  This  page  and  subsequent  tables  and  portions  of  the  DUS  refer  to 
Special  Status  Plant  Species;'. 

We  do  not  believe  BLM  has  the  statutory  authority  to  create  a  "special” 
list  of  plants  or  animals  which  are  to  be  treated  with  priority  over  other 
plants  and  animals  and  other  resource  uses.  furthermore,  the 
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discussion  which  ensues  in  most  or  all  cases  indicates  that  the  species 
discussed  are  usually  located  in  specialized  "soil  inclusions".  Therefore, 
the  relative  scarcity  of  these  plants  or  individuals  is  a  result  of  the  fact 
that  they  are  specialized  in  occupying  very  rare  soils.  Kven  assuming 
that  all  plants  had  a  wide  ecological  amplitude,  it  is  unreasonable  to 
treat  any  species  with  priority  of  management  on  the  basis  of  relative 
scarcity,  since  the  community  of  plant  species  as  a  whole  will  always 
exhibit  dillerent  degrees  of  abundance  relative  to  their  adaptations  to 
the  soils  in  which  they  live,  and  relative  competitive  ability  with  other 
plants. 

>  * 

BLM  should  desist  from  giving  priority  status  to  plant  species  on 
account  of  their  relative  scarcity  within  the  SfiORMR  area. 

Page  2-32  Table  2-10  lists  water  quality  limited  streams. 

Although  the  table  lists  several  streams  with  names  the  same  as  some  on 
our  allotments,  they  do  not  appear  to  be  within  the  drainage  areas 
within  our  allotments. 

We  concur  that  none  of  the  streams  on  our  allotments  are  water  quality 


I’age  2-37  Ihe  second  paragraph  of  the  "Riparian  Condition  and  Trend”  section 
discusses  the  use  of  reference  streams  to  determine  the  "potential"  of 
other  streams. 

ihis  may  or  may  not  be  appropriate.  If  "apples  and  apples"  are  to  be 
compared,  then  the  elevations,  aspects,  gradients,  base  and  parent 
materials,  upstream  (and  perhaps  downstream)  conditions,  surrounding 
topography,  and  other  features  must  be  the  same  between  the  segments 
of  streams  being  used  for  reference  and  the  streams  being  assessed. 

ihis  section  should  be  modified  to  include  the  above  and  other 
appropriate  considerations  when  comparing  "reference”  streams  to 
"target"  streams,  or  individual  segments  thereof. 

I'age  2-38  Ihe  statement  is  made  that  trend  evaluations  have  factored  In  site 
potential  capabilities  of  the  riparian  area  within  the  watershed. 

if  this  is  so,  then  we  commend  the  BLM  on  its  approach  and  recognition 
of  variability  dependent  upon  the  many  factors  listed  above  and  others 
However,  the  document  docs  not  anywhere  explain  the  specific  process 
which  was  used,  and  which  could  be  verified  by  others,  to  "factor  in" 
the  many  variables,  for  instance,  is  it  done  with  a  dichotomous  key  a 
checklist,  a  soil  profile,  or  other  means? 

We  commend  BLM  on  such  approach,  and  recommend  that  the  protocol 
for  assuring  that  areas  of  like  potential  are  being  compared  be  included 
as  an  appendix. 
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Rage  2-39  Ihis  page  references  Appendix  D,  and  Table  D-2  as  i(  refers  to  I  he 
Mahogany  Mountain  and  Spring  Mountain  Allotments. 

Although  several  creeks  with  the  same  names  appear  in  the  table,  they 
are  in  different  watersheds  and  different  allotments,  f  able  L>2  appears 
to  hst  Cherry  Creek  (0.5  miles).  Willow  Creek  (7.2  miles),  fish  Creek  (1.7 
miles).  Mahogany  Creek  (0.7  miles),  and  Thomas  Creek  (1.4  miles),  and 
list  the  trend  s  Unknown  for  alL 

We  have  no  comment,  except  to  add  that  we  believe  the  riparian  areas 
within  our  allotments  have  all  improved  over  the  course  of  the  years, 
especially  under  the  management  systems  now  employed  on  the 
allotments. 

Rage  2-40  ihis  page  begins  a  discussion  of  tish  and  wildlife  issues,  it  references 
Appendix  h,  which  lists  as  "additional  management  considerations  with 
implementation  of  proposed  RRM  alternatives"  ...  and  hst  competitive 
forage  demand  of  over  500  AUMs  of  wildlife  "demand"  in  Spring 
Mountain  Allotment  (page  f-168)  and  nearly  500  AUMs  of  wildlife 
demand"  in  Mahogany  Mountain  Allotment  (page  f-174). 

We  object  to  the  objective,  because  the  BLM  represents  in  the  opening 
paragraphs  of  the  DH1S  that  no  reallocation  of  resources  is  being  made 
under  the  SbORMR ,  but  the  fact  is  that  if  the  objective  for  wildlife  is 
implemented,  such  reallocation  of  resources  is  in  fact  occurring. 

We  recommend,  consistent  with  BLM's  premise  that  no  reallocation  will 
occur  with  the  implementation  of  the  RRM,  that  wildlife  demand 
objectives  (AUMs)  be  removed  trom  the  document,  and  especially  as  it 
pertains  to  Mahogany  Mountain  and  Spring  Mountain  Allotments. 

Rage  2-42  Ihis  page  contains  a  discussion  of  steppe  rangelands  which  advocates 
avoiding  what  it  calls  "shrub  overstory  fragmentation''. 

We  believe  the  BLM  is  on  an  entirely  incorrect  course  in  advocating  a 
monocultural  overstory  of  shrubs,  and  especially  so  in  areas  which 
have  been  converted  to  seedings  for  livestock  forage.  It  is  an  incorrect 
course  because: 

1.  Ihe  natural  condition  is  one  of  periodic  disturbances  by 
tire  and  insects,  which  in  themselves  create  a  continual  and 
continuous  "fragmentation"  of  the  shrub  overstory.  Ihe  course 
laid  out  herein  is  therefore  contrary  to  the  natural  state  of 
affairs,  even  if  the  effects  of  man  were  to  disappear  from  the 
landscape.  It  is  also  contrary  to  the  stated  intentions  elsewhere 
“e  DE1S  for  "adaptive  management"  and  adaptive  response  to 
wildfires  (versus  full  suppression). 

L  It  is  a  commonly  known  fact  of  wildlife  biology  that 
diversity  of  cover  types  and  edge  effect  support  greater  numbers 
and  diversities  of  species  than  do  monocultural  assemblages. 


3.  Moneys  have  been  spent  by  the  federal  government  and 
by  private  permittees  to  establish  and  maintain  seedings  for  ihe 
specific  purpose  of  livestock  forage  development.  Ihis  has  had 
beneficial  impacts  on  other  areas  of  the  nattve  range  by  allowing 
determent,  rest,  and  seasonal  use  patterns  beneficial  to  the 
range.  Presumably  such  benefits  to  the  native  range  have 
permitted  benefits  to  wildlife  habitat,  it  is  therefore  critical  that 
seedings  be  maintained  at  the  highest  level  of  production  under 
the  purpose  for  which  they  were  created.  Ihe  allowance  of 
shrub  canopies  to  dose  in  these  areas  will  decrease  the  grass 
productivity  and  place  additional  pressures  on  other  areas  of  the 
range.  Such  shrub  closure  will  also  guarantee  that  the  moneys 
spent  to  create  the  seedings  will  have  been  squandered  by  BLM, 
because  BLM  wifi  have  knowingly  allowed  these  investments  to 
deteriorate.  We  arc  opposed  to  such  allowances. 

Therefore,  we  recommend  that  BLM  manage  for  a  mosaic  of  vegetation 
types,  a  mosaic  of  shrub  covers  within  each  shrub  class  types  and  the 
maintenance  oi  seedings  free  (or  relatively  so)  of  big  sagebrush. 

Rage  2-42  i  his  page  discusses  genetically  riparian  habitats. 

Ihe  document  alludes  to  the  fact  that  riparian  vegetation  types  vary 
greatly,  but  implies  that  well-developed  riparian  types  all  have  trees 
shrubs,  grasses,  (orbs,  sedges,  and  rushes.  Ihis  implication  is  wrong. 

We  recommend  that  this  section  clarify  that,  like  upland  habitats 
riparian  habitat  potential  may  be  expressed  by  any  number  of 
combinations  oi  trees/no  trees,  shrubs/no  shrubs,  etc.  ' 

'"age  2-43  Ihis  page  implies  that  all  springs  are  the  source  of  always  unique 
assemblages  of  invertebrates. 

Ihis  is  wrong,  because  most  springs  are  not  at  all  unique  in  their 
assemblages  oi  invertebrates.  On  rare  occasions,  such  unique 
assemblages  occur,  but  they  are  usually  due  to  some  unique  property  of 
the  spring  itself,  such  as  the  pH  or  temperature.  However,  the  vast 
majority  of  springs  do  not  differ  greatly  one  from  another,  and  there 
exists  no  validity  to  the  statement. 

The  second  paragraph  from  the  bottom  of  the  page  should  be  stricken 
because  it  is  untrue.  ’ 


•  *- 


.  uuictuve  or  iuuu  eik  in  the  "high  desert" 

hunter  unit,  which  wc  believe  includes  Mahogany  Mountain  and 
Spring  Mountain  Allotments,  it  also  lists  the  "current  population"  as 


_ .  .  ,  oiiu  kkj  mi.  uuuu  uiai  rnc  present 

population  is  deemed  to  be  an  objective  which  did  not  exist  in  the  MFP, 
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Page  2-46 


Page  2-47 


Page  2-49 


Page  2-54 


Page  3-4 


Page  3-7 


Page  3-16 


we  object  to  it  also.  The  opening  paragraphs  of  the  DEIS  inform  us  that 
no  reallocation  of  resources  is  to  occur  under  the  auspices  of  the  RMP, 
but  the  objective  to  have  elk  populations,  especially  expanded  elk 
populations,  is  a  defacto  reallocation  which  we  believe  will  cause 
conflicts  and  potential  jeopardy  to  our  permits. 

All  objectives  for  wildlife  populations  should  remain  at  the  level 
prescribed  under  the  current  land  use  plan,  if  any.  If  there  are  no  such 
objectives  In  the  current  land  use  plan,  none  should  be  made  in  the 
KMP. 


which  are  mentioned  do  not  correlate  with  wide  fluctuations  in  the 
habitat  conditions,  but  rather  in  the  other  factors  which  also  help 
change  population  dynamics  of  any  species  and  any  population. 

We  recommend  that  this  section  contain  a  discussion  of  the  annual  sport 
hunter  harvest  of  sagegrouse.  which  hunts  are  still  held  annually.  We 
also  recommend  a  discussion  for  this  species,  and  others,  of  predator 
trends  throughout  the  years.  We  recommend  also  that  a  discussion  of 
other  factors  which  affect  populations  be  placed  in  this  section. 


Table  2-13  lists  purported  objectives  lor  mule  deer. 

We  object  to  these  objectives,  and  to  the  extent  that  “current 
populations"  are  intended  as  objectives,  if  the  numbers  do  not  exist  in 
the  existing  land  use  plan,  for  the  reasons  stated  above  under  page  2-45. 

Table  2-14  lists  pronghorn  populations. 

If  these  or  any  other  number  other  than  what  exists  in  the  exiting  land 
use  plan  are  intended  as  objectives,  we  object,  for  the  reasons  given 
above  for  deer  and  elk. 

This  page  and  several  following  discuss  purported  "Special  Status 
Animal  Species". 

As  stated  elsewhere  in  these  comments,  be  object  to  such  designation 
and  priority  treatment  over  other  resource  uses,  and  we  do  not  believe 
BLM  has  the  statutory  authority  to  create  such  listings  and  give  such 
species  priority  over  other  resource  uses.  We  also  believe  that  such 
priority  status  creates  a  defacto  reallocation  of  resources,  contrary  to 
the  premise  of  the  DEIS  and  Draft  SEORMP. 

We  recommend  BLM  desist  from  such  listings  which  have  no  statutory 
authority. 


Pages  2-66  W'e  believe  that  Tables  2-23  and  2-24  conflict  with  each  other.  Appendix 
and  2-67  H  informs  us  that  within  "semiprimitive  nonmotorized"  ROS  classes,  "use 
of  motorized  vehicles  is  prohibited".  Table  2-23  lists  the  amount  of 
acreage  in  "semi primitive  nonmotorized"  as  significantly  different 
from  that  acreage  listed  as  "closed"  in  Table  2-24. 

We  recommend  that  the  seeming  conflict  between  these  two  tables  be 
rectified,  or  a  discussion  be  included  which  informs  the  reader  of  the 
difference,  if  any  between  "use  of  motorized  vehicles  is  prohibited" 
under  the  ROS  section  and  "closed"  under  the  OHV  section. 

See  also  our  comments  regarding  maps. 

Page  2-72  Table  2-27  lists  primary  resource  values  for  nominated  ACECs. 
and  2-73 

See  our  comments  regarding  maps.  We  are  opposed  to  the  designation  of 
the  Coal  Mine  Basin  ACEC/RNA,  the  Owyhee  Views  ACEC,  the  Spring 
Mountain  ACEC/RNA,  and  the  expansion  of  the  Mahogany  Ridge  ACEC. 

Page  2-96  This  section  discusses  land  tenure  adjustments. 

See  our  comments  regarding  maps.  W'e  are  interested  in  the  purchase 
and/or  exchange  for  several  land  parcels  both  identified  and  not 
identified  in  the  DBS. 


This  page  discusses  sage  grouse. 

We  note  that  there  exists  no  discussion  of  sport  hunting  or  predator 
populations  and  their  effects  of  these  birds.  Any  discussion  of  prey 
species  and  their  populations  is  entirely  inadequate  without  a  discussion 
of  the  effects  of  predator  populations  and  predator  control  efforts 
throughout  the  years.  BLM  may  be  aware  that  predator  control  efforts 
in  past  years  have  been  significantly  higher  that  they  have  been  in 
recent  years. 

Further,  the  discussion  at  this  page  is  an  entirely  inadequate  one  that 
implies  that  habitat  in  and  of  itself  is  the  controlling  factor  in  sage 
grouse  populations.  It  ignores  nesting  failures  due  to  weather, 
predation  (human  and  animal),  post-hatching  chick  loss  for  a  number 
of  reasons,  and  disease.  In  short,  we  believe  that  the  wide  fluctuations 


Page  3-2  The  DBS  states  that  "Desired  Range  of  Future  Conditions  (DRFC)  ...  apply 
to  all  alternatives." 

We  object  to  this  statement  for  the  simple  reason  that  these  "desired" 
conditions  are  vaguely  defined,  and  riddled  with  "value"  judgments. 
This  point  is  graphically  illustrated  at  pages  3-66  to  3-69  as  applied  to 
"Rangeland  Vegetation",  as  follows: 

Page  3-66  states  that  "vegetation  communities  would  be  monitored  to 
determine  progress  toward  attaining  DRFCs".  It  then  goes  on  to  state  a 
variety  of  measurements,  like  plant  composition,  rigor,  productivity, 
and  others,  to  make  such  assessment.  Page  3-68  (Alternative  C)  then 
states  that  this  assessment  of  DRFCs  will  be  "based  on  ...  site  potential". 
However,  the  recognition  that  DRFCs  must  be  evaluated  in  light  of  site 
potential  docs  not  abate  the  inherent  problem  of  what  arc  the  "desired 
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conditions"  and  what  are  the  "natural  values"  to  be  achieved  and 
monitored.  See  page  3-2  as  to  "Rangeland  vegetation".  This  ambiguity 
will  unquestionably  result  in  conflict,  because  "value"  judgments  by- 
agency  people  or  others  will  determine  what  are  the  "desired 
conditions"  or  what  are  the  "natural  values".  DRFC  concept  must  be 
rejected,  and  the  ecological  concept  within  Alternative  "B"  must  be 
continued.  Alternatively,  the  "desired  condition"  concept  must  be 
articulated  in  the  planning  document  itself  consistent  with  site 
potential,  or  articulated  in  an  activity  plan  after  consultation  with  the 
livestock  permittee. 

The  DEIS  states  that  the  "concept  of  adaptive  management  uses  the  latest 
scientific  information  and  professional  judgment  to  select  the 
management  strategy  that  will  most  likely  meet  goals  and  objectives." 

We  do  not  object  to  this  statement  per  se,  except  to  emphasize  the  point 
that  the  scientific  information  should  control  the  evaluation  process 
and  professional  judgment  should  only  be  applied  to  decide  -  based  upon 
the  best  and  latest  scientific  information  -what  actions  to  implement  to 
meet  goals  and  objectives.  In  short,  professional  judgment  should  not 
control  the  evaluation  process. 

Additionally,  the  concept  of  "professional  judgment"  is  not  solely  within 
the  agency,  but  held  by  us,  other  permittees,  and  individuals/experts 
outside  of  the  agency.  This  type  of  "professional  judgment"  should  be 
given  equal  and  due  consideration  within  the  adaptive  management 
process. 

The  DEIS  (Activity  Planning)  states  that  "Activity  plans  identify  actions 
to  achieve  these  goals  and  objectives." 

To  the  extent  the  DBS  does  not  articulate  the  DRFC  to  be  achieved  - 
which  currently  the  DBS  totally  fails  to  do  -  Activity  Plan  could  and 
should  be  used  to  not  only  "identify  actions  to  achieve",  but  the  site 
specific  "desired  conditions"  and  "natural  values”  to  be  achieved.  See 
comment  above  relating  to  page  3-2. 

The  adaptive  management  process  can  only  work  if  everyone  is 
informed  up-front  as  to  the  quantifiable,  measurable,  and  reasonable 
objectives  to  be  achieved.  As  currently  written,  the  DBS  does  not 
articulate  these  type  of  objectives,  which  is  a  serious  flaw  of  the 
planning  document,  unless  the  Department  decides  to  establish  these 
type  of  objectives  within  Activity  Plans. 

The  DBS  establishes  an  objective  to  "(r)estore,  protect,  and  enhance  the 
diversity  and  distribution  of  desirable  vegetation  communities, 
including  perennial  native  and  desirable  introduced  plant  species." 

As  to  w-hat  is  "desirable",  sec  comments  above  as  to  pages  3-2,  3-4,  3-7. 
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As  to  what  are  "natural  values"  (in  "C"),  see  comments  above  as  to  pages 
3-2,  3-4,  3-7. 

The  DEIS  (Alternative  "C")  establishes  an  objective  to  "(i)mplement 
actions  to  diversity'  structure  and  composition  of  nonnative  seedings. 
Provide  for  and  maintain  forage  production  consistent  with  other 
resource  objectives." 

As  to  "structure  and  species  diversity  within  all  nonnative  seedings",  we 
object  to  this  objective,  because  inherent  in  it  is  the  encroachment  and 
growth  of  brush  in  some  seedings  within  the  Mahogany  Mt.  Allotment, 
which  will  (1)  decrease  vegetative  production;  (2)  decrease  grazing 
capacity;  (3)  decrease  Active  Use;  and  (4)  decrease  watershed  protection. 

All  non-native  seedings  should  be  maintained  for  the  purpose  for 
which  they  were  created,  which  was  primarily  livestock  forage, 
watershed  protection,  and  their  utility  (as  "grass  pastures")  in 
management  systems  which  permit  deferment  and  rest  of  native  range 
pastures. 

The  DBS  (Alternative  "C")  establishes  a  "preference"  for  use  of  adapted 
perennial  species". 

If  this  means  that  perennial  species  like  crested  wheatgrass  will 
continue  to  be  used  to  abate  and  mitigate  impacted  areas,  wre  do  not 
object.  Nonnative  seeds  -  like  crested  wheatgrass  -  are  an  efficient  and 
cost-effective  means  to  abate  and  mitigate  watershed  concerns  which 
arise  from  disturbances  like  wildfire  which  may  destroy  the  vegetative 
community  and  its  associated  seed  source. 

The  DBS  (Alternative  "C")  elects  to  "(c)on figure  treatments  to  maintain 
natural  values 

As  to  what  are  "natural  values"  (in  "C"),  see  comments  above  as  to  pages 
3-2,  3-4,  3-7. 


ihe  DBS  (Alternative  "C")  elects  to  "(r)estore  ihe 
distribution,  and  ecological  integrity  of  ....  shrubs." 


frequency, 


Page  3-18 


To  the  extent  this  encourages  the  encroachment  and  growth  ol  shrubs 
within  the  Mahogany  Mt.  Allotment  and  Spring  Mt.  Allotment,  this  will 
have  the  consequence  of  decreasing  vegetative  production,  grazing 
capacity,  and  watershed  protection.  In  other  words,  as  canopy  cover  of 
shrubs  increases  over  about  1 5%,  there  is  a  disproportionate  decrease  in 
grass  cover  and  production  as  to  protect  watershed  resources.  In  short, 
if  >'ou  manage  for  shrubs,  then  you  manage  against  grasses,  and 
consequently,  watershed  values. 

The  DBS  (Alternative  "C")  decides  to  "(m)anagc  big  sagebrush  habitat  to 
emphasize  plant  and  animal  community  health  at  the  landscape  level." 
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What  does  this  mean? 


We  would  recommend  that  the  DEIS  establish  an  objective  to  encourage  a 
mosaic  ol  grass,  shrub,  and  mix  ot  shrub  and  grass  communities  upon 
the  broad  scale  of  the  planning  area  as  to  abate  or  mitigate  the  adverse 
economic  and  environmental  consequences  that  a  total  mixed-but-not- 
mosaic  community  will  have,  or  a  total  shrub  community  will  have. 

I*age  3-18  The  DEIS  (Alternative  "C”)  elects  to  "(m)anage  big  sagebrush  habitat  for 
shrub  cover,  structure,  and  forage  values  in  most  seedings  and  native 
range  for  the  benefit  of  game  and  nongame  wildlife.” 

We  strongly  oppose  this.  If  the  predicate  of  this  planning  document  is 
not  to  make  a  reallocation  of  forage,  it  just  did  in  this  objective.  Ihis 
objective  makes  a  defacto  allocation  of  the  resource  uses  upon  these 
seedings"  and  "native  range(s)"  in  big  sagebrush  habitat  to  wildlife 
(which  is  characteristic  of  portions  of  Mahogany  Mt.  Allotment  and 
Spring  Mt  Allotment).  See  Map  Vege  -  Ml.  Further,  what  is  meant  by 
rmost  seedings"? 

Page  3-22  The  DEIS  (Alternative  "C”)  elects  to  "(m)anage  for  DRFCs  desired  by 
using  a  mix  of  protection,  restoration,  and  enhancement  measures  tor 
Special  Status  species.” 

We  do  not  believe  BLM  has  the  statutory’  authority  to  create  a  list  of 
species  which  have  priority  over  other  species  on  account  of  their 
natural  scarcity.  We  also  strongly  object  to  the  defacto  allocation  of 
resource  which  we  believe  BLM  is  making  with  such  a  prioritization. 

I’age  3-22  The  DEIS  (Alternative  "C")  uses  the  phrase  "landscape-level  issue 
resolution  . 


What  does  this  mean?  This  is  as  nebulous  and  meaningless  a  phrase  as 
ecosystems  management".  Which  landscape?  Which  ecosystem?  What 
are  the  boundaries?  Where  does  it  end?  Does  this  mean  using  a 
sledgehammer  to  fix  a  leak?  * 


We  recommend  that  BLM  use  terms  that  mean  something  to  those  of  us  to 
whom  they  are  being  applied. 

Page  3-23  The  DEIS  (Alternative  "C")  elects  for  "streams  with  water  quality  limited 
segments,  management  activities  would  restore  .  .  . 


I  ms  may  oe  tonstrued  as  affecting  management  on  entire  stra 
when  only  limited  portions  of  those  streams  may  be  water  qua 
limited,  and  we  would  caution  against  ovcr-rcaching  solutions 
smaller  areas  of  conflict. 


We  recommend  that  this  statement  be  revised  to  read,  "for  segments  of 
streams  with  water  quality  limitations  which  arc  the  result  of  BLM 
administered  activities,  management  activities  would  restore  .  .  . This 


should  help  everyone  focus  on  those  segments  which  require  changes 
in  management,  and  focus  on  the  direct  causes  of  water  quality 
limitations,  and  apply  the  least  onerous  management  restrictions  to  the 
ground. 

Page  3-25  The  DEIS  fish  and  aquatic  habitat  objective  2  appears  to  prohibit  any 
and  all  multiple  uses  within  a  watershed  of  a  surface  water  with  aquatic 
habitat,  unless  such  multiple  uses  satisfy  the  resource  uses  listed  in  the 
objective. 

,  v 

We  strongly  oppose  this  objective,  because  it  gives  priority  to  some 
multiple  uses  over  others,  and  creates  a  defacto  reallocation  of 
resources. 


We  recommend  that  this  objective  be  eliminated  or  modified  to 
recognize  that  other  multiple  uses  have  equal  standing  to  those  listed  in 
the  objective,  and  are  not  "second  class  citizens". 

Page  3-26  The  DEIS  (Alternative  "C")  elects  to  "Manage  for  desired  future  habitat 
conditions  that  emphasize  structure  . .  .  ." 

See  our  comments  above  regarding  structure,  watershed,  and  forage 
values,  and  regarding  desired  range  future  condition.  The  same 
comments  apply  here. 

Page  3-26  The  DEIS  (Alternative  ”C")  elects  to  manage  for  habitat  conditions  which 
equally  emphasize  the  requirements  of  game  and  nongame  species  in 
"most"  areas. 


-  — — —  ■  ueueve  me  ODjecttve  is 

unattainable,  first  of  all  because  we  do  not  believe  the  BLM  knows  the 
specific  habitat  requirements  of  each  and  every  species  which  occur 
within  the  same  locale,  and  secondly  because  it  is  impossible  to  manage 
equally  lor  all  species.  When  you  manage  "for"  the  needs  of  one 
species,  you  are  very  likely  managing  "against"  the  needs  of  another 
species.  An  example  is  managing  to  maximize  the  nesting  (hiding) 
cover  for  sagegrouse  -  the  manager  is  simultaneously  managing  against 
the  hunting  success  of  predators  such  as  coyotes  and  ravens.  Finally 
the  obiective  makes  a  value  judgment  that  the  public  desires 
management  (i.e.  expenditure  of  funds)  "for"  each  and  every  non-game 
species  (virtually  ALL  wildlife)  as  much  as  they  desire  management  (i.e. 
expendnure  of  funds)  "for"  specific  individual  game  species.  We  are 
willing  to  bet  that  such  is  not  the  case. 

Page  3-27  Special  Status  Animal  Species 

See  our  comments  above  regarding  this  concept  and  objectives. 

Page  3-28  Ihe  DEIS  (  Alternative  "C")  elects  to  "emphasize"  bighorn  sheep  within 
over  2  million  acres  of  the  SEORMP  area. 
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This  creates  a  defacto  reallocation  of  resources,  to  which  we  are 
strongly  opposed. 

Page  3-32  The  DEIS  objective  for  a  sustained  level  of  livestock  grazing  is 
provisioned  with  "consistent  with  other  resource  objectives  and  public 
land  use  allocation". 

We  object  to  this  provisioning,  because  it  makes  livestock  grazing  a 
second  class  citizen",  and  elevates  all  other  resource  uses  above 
livestock  use  of  the  resource,  which  we  believe  is  contrary  to  law. 

It  is  also  unclear  what  is  meant  by  "public  land  use  allocation"  at  this 
point,  because  the  premise  of  the  DHS/RMP  is  that  no  reallocation  ot 
resources  is  occurring  as  a  result  of  the  RMP  proposals,  but  such  defacto 
reallocation  in  fact  seems  to  be  intended  at  several  locations. 

Page  3-32  The  DEIS  (Alternative  "C")  calls  for  the  abandonment  of  projects  that  "do 
not  function  to  maintain  resource  values  and  meet  management 
objectives". 

The  meaning  of  this  is  also  unclear,  because  it  is  unclear  what  are  the 
resource  values"  intended,  and  which  specific  "management 
objectives  are  intend.  If  it  is  intended  that  through  overlaying  of  "elk 
winter  range  ,  "ACEC's"  or  any  of  the  other  apparent  attempts  to 
reallocate  resource  uses  that  existing  rangeland  improvement  projects 
will  be  removed,  then  we  object.  Further,  projects  should  not  be 
abandoned  unless  they  are  not  meeting  the  objectives  for  which  iho. 
were  designed  an<l  installed. 

Page  3-41  The  DEIS  (Alternative  "C”)  would  add  acreage  to  existing  WSA's. 

We  strongly  oppose  this  proposal.  BLM  was  to  have  made  its 
recommendation  to  Congress  regarding  lands  suitable  for  wilderness 
st“dP-  j;  did  *°>  and  thc  existing  WSA  boundaries  include  both  lands 
w“c“  Sfft  J>as  recommended  to  be  classified  wilderness  and  lands 
which  BLM  has  recommended  not  be  classified  as  wilderness.  To  now 
add  to  the  boundaries  is  unreasonable,  and  may  not  be  within  thc 
authority  of  BLM  to  do  so. 

Wc  recommend  BLM  drop  this  proposal  completely. 

Page  3-68  The  DEIS  (Alternative  ”C")  prescribes  that  nonnative  seedings  in  poor  or 
fair  condition  would  be  managed  to  restore  production  and  vigor,  but 
then  goes  on  to  say  that  "structural  and  species  diversity"  would  be 
improv'ed  . 

We  believe  this  to  be  a  self-contradictor)-  statement,  in  that  "structure" 
is  generally  thought  of  in  terms  of  shrubs.  Therefore,  improving 
structure  involves  increasing  thc  shrub  component  in  these  seedings 
and  this  will  generally  mean  sagebrush.  However,  thc  reason  many 


nonnative  seedings  are  in  poor  or  fair  condition  is  that  they  have  been 
rendered  less  productive  and  less  vigorous  by  the  invasion  of 
sagebrush. 

We  recommend  that  either  the  provision  for  "improved  structure" 
should  be  removed  from  all  references  to  nonnative  seedings,  or  il  BLM 
intends  by  this  "improved  structure"  that  other  nonnative  desirable 
forage  shrubs  such  as  forage  kochia  will  be  interseeded  with  crested 
wheatgrass  and  other  grasses,  then  BLM  should  so  clarify. 

l*age  3-68  The  DEIS  states  that  "professional  judgment"  may  be  used  to  keep  an  area 
closed  from  livestock  grazing  for  more  than  the  stated  timeframe. 


We  are  opposed  to  what  is  termed  "professional  judgment"  being  used  as 
a  substitute  for  real  monitoring  data. 

We  recommend  that  this  provision  be  removed  from  the  text. 

1  age  3-60  The  DEIS  states  that  "annual  rangeland  vegetation  communities  at  risk 
Irom  frequent  fires  would  be  protected  through  the  establishment  of 
appropriate  firebreaks. 

We  are  opposed  to  this  provision.  Where  ever  it  is  possible,  annual 
communities  should  be  converted  to  perennial  communities  with 
adapted  perennial  species.  With  the  advent  of  commercial  availability 
ol  torage  kochia,  many  sites  too  harsh  for  other  species  can  now  be 
successfully  seeded  to  a  desirable  perennial  shrub  which  is  palatable  to 
livestock  and  wildlife  nearly  year-round. 

We  recommend  that  either  the  provision  be  stricken  from  the 
document,  or  that  it  be  made  clear  that  such  "protection"  measures  will 
be  temporary  only  until  full  conversion  can  be  made  of  the  annual 
communities  to  perennial  communities. 


i  sifct  ->•  /  u 


^  u°Je<-uve  is  to  manage  big  sagebrush  in  seedings  to  meet  the 
lire  history  requirements  ot  .sagebrush  dependent  wildlife. 

We  are  opposed  to  this  provision,  because  it  is  a  defacto  reallocation  of 
the  resources,  and  because  it  may  adversely  impact  the  grazing 
management  systems  on  our  allotments.  Further,  the  rationale  is 
groundless  The  document  here  states  that  60%  of  the 
SLORMr  area  supports  big  sagebrush  communities,  and  states  elsewhere 
that  about  3%  ot  the  SEORMP  area  is  dominated  by  crested  wheatgrass  It 
is  completely  inconceivable  that  3%  of  the  acreage  can  constitute  a 
fragmentation  ot  60%  ot  the  acreage. 

The  citation  of  ELPMA  and  PRIA  arc  likewise  unfounded,  misleading 
and  wrong,  because  NEITHER  document  directs  the  BLM  to  manage  for 
every  resource  use  on  every  acre,  but  rather  that  a  mix  of  resource  uses 
be  managed  for  on  the  whole  of  thc  federal  lands. 
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Page  3-82 


Page  3-84 
Page  3-90 


Page  3-94 


We  recommend  the  provision  for  managing  seeding  to  allow 
encroachment  of  sagebrush  be  eliminated.  We  recommend  that  the 
remainder  of  the  provision  be  eliminated,  because  many  species  of 
animals  which  live  in  the  "big  sagebrush  zone",  including  but  not 
limited  to  pronghorn,  are  not  benefited  in  all  areas  and  all  seasons  by 
the  mere  presence  of  big  sagebrush,  and  in  fact  do  better  when 
sagebrush  disappears  over  large  tracts. 

Ihe  DEIS  states  that  monitoring  will  include  assessment  of  PFC  for 
riparian  areas. 

We  are  opposed  to  the  substitution  of  PFC,  which  is  not  a  monitoring 
method  (it  is  a  subjective  assessment  of  how  the  observer  "feels"  about 
the  riparian  area),  for  legitimate  monitoring  methods  which  are 
measurable  and  repeatable.  We  oppose  the  former  and  support  the 
latter. 

We  recommend  that  BLM  drop  PFC  as  a  purported  monitoring  method, 
because  it  is  not. 


plants  and  animals,  and  we  do  not  support  the  willy-nilly  blaming  of 
livestock  for  all  of  the  vagaries  of  nature. 


Chapter  4  To  the  extent  that  any  of  the  assumptions  and  analysis  contained  in 
Chapter  4  of  the  DEIS  are  demonstrably  wrong,  through  research  or  on¬ 
site  monitoring  data,  we  reserve  the  right  to  challenge  any 
presumption  of  proof  which  BLM  would  rely  upon  them  for  in  future 
management  decisions.  A  few  of  these  follow: 

Page  4-16  The  DEIS  assumes  that  bitterbrush  will  return  in  10-15  years  after 
wildfire. 

This  assumption  is  generally  wrong,  because  bitterbrush  in  the 
Intermountain  West  is  a  usually  a  transitory  species,  and  only  in  a  few 
plant  communities  is  it  the  dominant  species  at  late  serai  stage. 

Page  4-16  The  DEIS  assumes  that  reduced  structure  leads  to  increased  soil  erosion 
rates. 


Ditto. 

The  DEIS  proposes  that  monitoring  to  determine  the  objective  for 
bighorn  include  "livestock  utilization"  and  "rangeland  trend". 

We  do  not  object  to  the  collection  of  livestock  utilization  data,  but  the 
utilization  of  forage  made  by  bighorn  sheep,  elk,  deer,  feral  horses,  and 
other  game  and  nongame  wildlife  species  should  also  be  monitored. 
Livestock  are  not  the  only  species  making  use  of  forage  on  the 
rangeland. 

Likewise,  "rangeland  trend"  is  in  and  of  itself  a  meaningless  analysis. 
For  example,  if  the  trend  is  determined  to  be  "static",  it  means  entirely 
two  different  things  if  it  is  "static"  and  the  condition  is  "good"  versus  if 
the  trend  is  "static"  and  the  condition  is  "poor". 

We  recommend  the  statement  be  modified  to  include  utilization  by  all 
species  of  wildlife  and  feral  (wild)  horses,  and  be  modified  to  include 
ecological  condition  as  w'eil  as  the  rangeland  trend. 

The  DEIS  proposes  to  monitor  "conditions  and  trends  of  resources 
affected  by  livestock". 


This  assumption  is  wrong,  because  there  is  no  correlation  between  soil 
erosion  rates  and  "structure",  unless  all  structure  (i.e.  all  plants)  are 
missing.  However,  a  pure  stand  of  grass,  with  lower  "structure"  is 
almost  always  superior  in  watershed  protection  to  areas  with  shrub 
canopies  like  sagebrush. 


Numerous  other  examples  of  assumptions  which  are  made  in  the 
Chapter  exist,  and  to  the  extent  BLM  relies  or  will  rely  upon  any  of  the 
assumptions  and  analysis  upon  which  the  assumptions  are  made,  we 
reserve  the  right  to  contest  them. 


II.  COMMENTS  RELATING  TO  MAPS. 

MAPS  We  do  not  comment  about  ALL  of  the  Maps,  because  we  only  comment 

about  those  maps  which  relate  to  the  Mahogany  Mt.  Allotment  area. 
Spring  Mt.  Allotment  ("Spring  Mt.  Native  Range  Pasture")  area,  and  our 
private  land  area  (which  is  located  at  752  Mahogany  Gap  Road,  just  off 
Highway  95,  10  miles  north  of  Jordan  Valley,  Oregon). 


What  does  this  mean?  If  it  means  the  vegetation  ecological  condition 
and  the  trends  it  may  exhibit  over  time,  we  concur  with  the  proposal. 
If,  however,  it  is  intended  that  any  trend  in  any  species  of  animal  or 
plant  will  simply  be  blamed  on  livestock  because  livestock  also  use  the 
area,  then  we  absolutely  oppose  the  notion.  Many  factors,  including 
weather,  climate,  predation,  insects  and  diseases,  floods,  fires,  intcr-and 
intra-specific  competition,  and  other  factors,  influence  the  cycles  of  all 


We  do  have  one  generalized  comment  about  those  maps  w'hich  are 
relevant  to  us.  That  comment  is  that  All.  MAPS  should  be  made  the  same 
scale  so  it  is  easier  to  make  comparisons  and  overlays. 

Map  ACEC-1M  Malheur  R.A.  Existing  &  Potential  ACEC/RNA. 

Map  ACEC-2M  Malheur  R.A.  Preferred  Alternative  Areas  of  ACEC/RNA. 
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COMMENT:  Mahogany  Ml,  Allotment: 

Mahogany  Ridge  ACEC/RNA:  The  Map  appears  to  depict 
this  existing  ACEC/RNA,  as  317  acres  (DEIS,  pg.  2-69).  (An 
existing  designation  for  neotropical  migratory  bird 
habitat,  vegetation  community  type  of  mountain 
mahogany-big  sagebrush,  and  special  status  plants] . 

The  Map  also  appears  to  want  to  double  the  size  of  this 
ACEC/RNA  under  Alternative  "C"  for  diversity reasons- 
See  DEIS,  pg.  3-130.  We  object  to  this  being  a  rationale  to 
double  the  size  of  the  existing  ACEC,  because  the  existing 
ACEC  was  designated  because  of  its  "purity"  of  the  stand. 
Therefore,  we  recommend  that  the  ACEC  not  be  enlarged. 
Moreover,  if  the  interest  is  now  diversity  ,  as  compared  to 
the  purity  of  the  stand,  then  the  original  designation 
should  be  de-designated.  "Diversity"  and  "purity"  are 
incompatible  management  prescriptions. 

Owyhee  Views  ACEC:  The  Map  appears  to  propose  for 
designation  a  new  ACEC,  as  86,973  acres  (DEIS,  pg.  2-73). 
(The  proposed  designation  relates  to  scenic  values  for  rare 
geologic  features  and  vistas,  historic  and  cultural  values, 
special  status  plants,  and  wildlife  habitat].  See  DEIS,  pg.  3- 
157. 

This  proposal  as  to  Alternative  "C"  only  appears  to  apply  to 
the  northern  part  of  this  Allotment  It  also  appears  from 
DEIS,  pg.  3-157  that  the  basis  for  the  proposal  is  potential 
mining  development.  However,  this  (purported)  problem 
can  be  abated  through  a  mining  withdrawal,  as  compared 
to  a  ACEC  designation.  Additionally,  the  DEIS  docs  not 
suggest  any  changes  in  current  management  of  livestock, 
ORVs,  or  recreation  which  suggest  any  need  for  change 
from  the  status  quo.  Therefore,  we  recommend  no  ACEC 
designation. 


Spring  Mountain  ACEC/RNA:  The  Map  appears  to 
propose  for  designation  a  new  ACEC,  as  1,760  acres  (DEIS, 
pg.  2-73).  (The  proposed  designation  relates  to  three 
vegetation  plant  cells  including  two  upland  cells  and  one 
riparian  cell].  Sec  DEIS,  pg.  3-163. 

It  appears  from  DEIS,  pg.  3-163,  that  the  valued  from  which 
this  designation  is  proposed  relates  to  certain  vegetation 
cells,  which  arc  not  unique  to  the  Great  Basin,  but  in  fact, 
ubiquitous  to  the  Great  Basin.  Additionally,  the  DEIS  docs 
not  suggest  any  changes  in  current  management  of 


livestock,  ORVs,  or  recreation  which  suggest  any  need  for 
change  from  the  status  quo.  Therefore,  we  recommend  no 
ACEC  designation. 

Unknown  Allotment: 

Coal  Mine  Basin  ACEC/RNA:  The  Map  appears  to 
propose  for  designation  a  new  ACEC,  as  755  acres  (DEIS,  pg. 
2-72).  [The  proposed  designation  relates  to  special  status 
plants  on  Succor  Creek  ash  habitat,  paleontological 
resources,  and  biological  diversity] . 

It  appears  from  DEIS,  pg.  3-137  proposed  a  VRM  2  for  this 
proposed  designation.  There  is  no  relationship  between 
such  VRM  class  and  the  reasons  for  the  designation. 
Additionally,  the  designation  is  unnecessary  to  manage  the 
purported  reasons  for  the  designation.  For  example,  if  the 
public  is  concerned  about  mining,  then  withdraw  the  area, 
don’t  designate  an  ACEC.  Additionally,  the  DEIS  does  not 
suggest  any  changes  in  current  management  of  livestock, 
ORVs,  or  recreation  which  suggest  any  need  for  change 
from  the  status  quo.  Therefore,  we  recommend  no  ACEC 
designation. 

Map  FIRE-1  M  Malheur  R.A.  Fire  History-Occurrence  of  Fires  larger  than  640 
acres,  1980-1996. 

COMMENT:  No  comment  as  to  Mahogany  Mt.  Allotment  and  Spring  Mt. 

Allotment. 

Map  FIRE-2  Appropriate  Management  Response  Categories. 

COMMENT.  No  comment  as  to  Mahogany  Mt.  Allotment  and  Spring  Mt. 
Allotment. 

Map  FORS-1  Forestry/ Juniper  Woodlands. 

COMMENT:  No  comment  as  to  Mahogany  Mt.  Allotment  and  Spring  Mt. 

Allotment. 

Map  FORS-2M  Malheur  R.A.  Forest  Lands. 

COMMENT.  No  comment  as  to  Mahogany  Mt.  Allotment  and  Spring  Mt. 
Allotment,  except  that  it  is  to  generic  to  comment. 

Map  GEN-2  Land  Status. 

COMMENT  No  comment  as  to  Mahogany  Ml.  Allotment  and  Spring  Mt. 
Allotment,  except  that  it  is  to  generic  to  comment. 
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Map  HYDR-1 


Subbasins/Precipitation. 


COMMENT 


COMMENT.  No  comment  as  to  Mahogany  Mt.  Allotment  and  Spring  Mt. 
Allotment. 

Map  LAND-1  Preferred  Alternative  ROW  Avoidance  Areas, 

Critical  Access  Needs,  and  Transportation  Systems. 

COMMENT:  No  comment  as  to  Mahogany  Mt.  Allotment  and  Spring  Mt. 

Allotment. 

Map  LAND-2J  Jordan  RA.  land  Tenure  Zones. 

Map  LAND-2M  Malheur  RA.  land  Tenure  Zones. 

COMMENT:  The  appears  to  propose  a  number  of  land  status  changes. 
However,  any  proposed  action  should  also  authorize  the  following  changes  in  the 
land  status: 


Map  MIN-1 
Map  MIN-2 
Map  MIN-3 
Map  Min-4 
Map  MIN-5' 
Map  MIN-6 


Although  map  appears  to  accurately  describe  the 
Allotment  boundaries  for  Mahogany  Mt.  Allotment  and 
Spring  Mt.  Allotment,  we  would  recommend  that  the  final 
map  be  bigger,  so  to  better  describe  the  boundaries  and 
include  the  pastures. 

Oil  &  Gas  and  Sodium  Resource  Potential. 

Geothermal  Resource  PotentiaL 
Disseminated  Locatabie  Mineral  Potential. 

Other  Locatabie  Mineral  Resources. 

Salable  Mineral  Resources. 

Alternative  "C"  Mineral  Leasing. 


COMMENT:  No  comment  as  to  Mahogany  Mt.  Allotment  and  Spring  Mt. 
Allotment. 


Mahogany  Mt.  Allotment  -  Fish  Creek  Pasture. 

The  proposed  action  should  authorize  the  sale  or  exchange 
of  the  following  public  land  (See  Appendices  -  350): 

T28S,  R45E,  Section  3:  NESW,  W1/2SE 
T28S,  K45E,  Section  10:  NWNt 

If  an  Exchange,  Raltzor  would  offer  T28S.  R45E,  Section  16: 
Nh 


Map  OI1V-3  Off  Highway  Vehicle  Areas  -  Alternative  "C. 

COMMENT:  As  to  Spring  Mt.  Allotment,  it  shows  that  the  entire  area  is 
subject  to  OHV  use,  except  an  area  which  appears  to  be  one 
of  the  proposed  ACEC  areas  in  which  OHV  use  is  limited  to 
designated  routes.  Since  we  object  to  this  ACEC,  we  object  to 
this  limitation  as  well.  We  need  broad  access  for  range 
improvement  construction/maintenance  and  livestock 
management.  |Notc  also  that  the  Map  conflicts  with  Table 
3-9,  which  states  that  ACEC  area  would  be  "closed"  to  OHV.j 


Near  Baltzor  Home  1752  Mahogany  Gap  Roadi. 

(1)  The  proposed  action  currently  authorizes  the  sale  of 
the  following  public  land,  which  is  wholly  surrounded  by 
private  land,  which  is  currently  under  Land  Use  Permit 
(in  part),  and  which  we  would  like  to  purchase  as  soon  as 
possible  (Appendices  -  350): 

T28S,  R46E,  Section  26:  SENW. 

(2)  The  proposed  action  authorizes  the  sale  of  the  following 
public  land,  which  is  wholly  surrounded  by  private  land, 
and  which  we  would  like  to  purchase  as  soon  as  possible 
(Appendices  -  350): 

T28S,  R46E,  Sections  14  &  15 
(everything  offered  in  these 
Sections) 

Map  LVST-1M  Allotment  Map. 


As  to  Mahogany  Mt.  Allotment,  it  shows  that  the  entire  area 
is  subject  to  OHV  use,  except  an  area  which  appears  to  be 
two  of  the  proposed  ACEC  areas  in  which  OHV  use  is  limited 
to  designated  routes.  Since  we  object  to  these  ACEC,  we 
object  to  this  limitation  as  well.  We  need  broad  access  for 
range  improvement  construction/maintenance  and 
livestock  management. 

Map  REC-1M  Malheur  RA.  Recreation  Opportunity  Spectrum. 

COMMENT  Spring  Mt.  Allotment: 

The  Map  appears  to  show  some  semi-primitive  non- 
motorized,  semi-primitive  motorized,  and  roaded  natural 
areas  [Sec  Appendices  329  for  detinitionsj. 

We  do  not  recommend  and  object  to  any  prohibition  of  off¬ 
road  vehicle  use  within  this  Allotment,  because  we  use  off¬ 
road  vehicles  to  facilitate  range  improvement  construction 
and  maintenance,  and  to  facilitate  livestock  management. 
It  also  appears  to  conflicts  with  Map  OHV-3  (Alternative 
C  ). 
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Comments  to  SFOKMP/DEIS  gage  -  26 


Mahogany  Mt.  Allotment: 

The  Map  appears  to  show  some  semi-primitive,  non- 
motorized  and  semi-primitive  motorized 


We  do  not  recommend  and  object  to  any  prohibition  of  off¬ 
road  vehicle  use  within  this  Allotment,  because  we  use  off¬ 
road  vehicles  to  facilitate  range  improvement  construction 
and  maintenance,  and  to  facilitate  livestock  management. 
■'  also  appears  to  conflicts  with  Map  OHV-3  (Alternative 
C  ). 


Map  REC-2  Special  Recreation  Management  Areas. 

COMMENT:  No  comment  as  to  Mahogany  Me  Allotment  and  Spring  Mt. 
Allotment. 

Map  RELI-1  Relief. 

OOMMOTT:  No  comment  as  to  Mahogany  Ml  Allotment  and  Spring  Mt 
AllotmenL 

Map  SS-1  Special  Status  Species  Plants  and  Noxious  Weeds. 

COMMENT:  The  map  appears  to  identify  special  status  species  plants  in 
the  Spring  Mt.  Allotment,  and  in  the  northern  portion  of 
the  Mahogany  ML  AllotmenL 

Map  Vege-IM  General  Vegetation. 

COMMENT:  No  comment  except  that  it  is  to  generic  to  comment  upon. 

Map  VRM-1  Visual  Resource  Management  (AlL  C;  Preferred). 

COMMENT:  Mahogany  Mt.  Allotment:  The  map  appears  to  designate 
VRM  ratings  of  Number  2  in  the  North,  Number  4  in  the 
middle,  and  Number  3  in  the  south.  These  designations  of 
Number  2  and  3  do  not  appear  to  be  based  upon  any  special 
status,  including  WSA  or  ACEC.  Therefore,  it  is  unknown 
the  rationale  for  a  designation  any  higher  than  Number  3 
in  this  Allotment.  We  recommend  that  this  Allotment  be 
designated  as  Numbers  3  and  4. 

Spring  Mt.  Allotment-  The  map  appears  to  designate  VRM 
ratings  of  Numbers  3  and  4  in  the  "Spring  ML  Native 
Range"  Pasture.  No  comment. 

Map  WLDF-1  Mule  Deer,  Pronghorn,  and  Elk  Winter  Ranges. 

COMMENT:  Although  the  map  appears  to  describe  elk  winter  range  in 
the  Spring  Mt.  Allotment,  there  is  not  any  elk  winter 


range  in  this  AllotmenL  There  is  too  much  snow  in  the 
winter,  so  except  in  open  winters,  we  have  never  observed 
any  elk  in  this  Allotment.  We  recommend  that  elk  winter 
range  within  this  Allotment  be  removed. 

The  Map  correctly  includes  mule  deer  winter  range  for  the 
Spring  Mt.  AllotmenL 


Map  WLDF-2  Sage  Grouse  Leks,  Raptor  Concentration  Areas,  and  Big  Horn  Sheen 
Range. 

COMMENT:  No  comment  as  to  Mahogany  Mt.  Allotment  and  Spring  Mt. 

Allotment.  However,  the  Map  inaccurately  indicates  the 
use  area  for  Big  Horn  Sheep.  Such  use  area  within  the 
Mahogany  Mt.  Allotment  is  only  west  and  north  of 
Mahogany  Mountain.  We  have  never  seen  a  Big  Horn 
Sheep  to  the  east  and  south.  Note:  My  family  and  I  have 
been  grazing  this  area  even  before  the  passage  of  the 
Taylor  Grazing  Acl 

Map  WLHS-1  Active  Wild  Horse  Management  Areas. 

COMMENT:  No  comment.  ’The  Mahogany  Mt.  Allotment  and  Spring  ML 
Allotment  are  not  within  a  1971  wild  horse  use  area. 

Map  WSA- 1  Wilderness  Study  Areas. 

COMMENT:  The  map  does  not  depict  any  WSA  in  Mahogany  Ml 
Allotment  or  Spring  Mt.  Allotment.  This  is  correct.  No 
further  comment. 

Map  WSR-1M  Malheur  RA.  Existing  Designated  and  Preferred  Alternative  Wild 
&  Scenic  River. 

COMMENT:  No  comment  as  to  Mahogany  Mt.  Allotment  and  Spring  Mt 
Allotment. 


Once  again,  thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment  upon  the  Draft. 


Sincerely  yours, 

mi  ‘ 

Allen  Baltzor 
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BE0EIV6P -  - 

Division  of  State  Lands 

MAR  -  1  1999  775  Summer  Street  NF 

Salem.  OR  97310-1337 
VALE  DISTRICT  BLM  (503)  378-3805 

FAX  (503)  378-4844 

February  26,  1999  TTV  (503)  378-4615 

State  Land  Board 

Mr.  Ed  Singleton 
Vale  District  Manager 
U.S.  Department  of  the  Interior 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
1 00  Oregon  Street 
Vale,  Oregon  97918 

Subject:  Draft  Southeastern  Oregon  Resource  Management  Plan / 

Environmental  Impact  Statement 

Dear  Mr.  Singleton: 

The  Division  of  State  Lands  (Division)  has  reviewed  the  Draft  Southeastern  Oregon  Resource 
Management  Plan/Environmental  Impact  Statement  (RMP/EIS),  and  appreciates  the  opportunity 
to  comment  on  this  document.  As  the  manager  of  over  one  million  acres  of  surface  and  mineral 
rights  in  southeastern  Oregon,  much  of  which  is  intermingled  with  BLM  parcels  within  the 
RMP/EIS  study  area,  the  Division  recognizes  the  importance  of  this  proposed  plan. 

The  Division  does  not  at  this  time  have  any  specific  comments  concerning  the  draft  RMP/EIS. 

We  believe  that  in  general,  the  management  goals  of  the  BLM  parallel  those  of  the  Division 
concerning  the  management  of  its  holdings  within  the  RMP/EIS  study  area.  We  understand  that 
you  will  receive  discipline-specific  input  concerning  the  draft  RMP/EIS  from  the  Oregon 
Department  of  Fish  &  Wildlife  and  the  Oregon  Water  Resources  Department. 

As  you  are  aware.  Division  and  BLM  staff  have  a  long  history  of  working  closely  together  in 
managing  each  agency’s  respective  holdings  in  southeastern  Oregon.  We  look  forward  to 
continuing  this  close  working  relationship,  and  in  participating  in  planning  activities  involving 
BLM  lands  proximate  to  those  managed  by  the  Division.  We  want  to  continue  to  be  kept 
informed  of,  and  have  the  opportunity  to  comment  on  any  substantive  revisions  to  the  draft 
RMP/EIS,  as  well  as  the  subsequent  activity  plans. 

We  would  like  to  commend  the  BLM  staff  who  prepared  this  draft  RMP/EIS.  Their  efforts  have 
resulted  in  a  comprehensive,  informative  document. 


John  A.  Kilzhabtr 
Governor 

Phil  Keisling 
Secretary  of  State 

Jim  Hill 
State  Treasurer 


Sincerely, 

U  Paul  R.  Cleary  / 
Director 


(ynservancy, 

OF  OREGON 


RECEIVED 

MAR  -  3  1999 

VALE  DISTRICT  BLM 


March  1.  1999 


Craig  Hansen 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Bums  District  Office 
HC  74-12533  Hwy  20  West 
Hines.  Oregon  97738 


Ed  Singleton 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Vale  District  Office 
100  Oregon  Street 
Vale,  Oregon  97918 


Dear  Craig  and  Ed. 


The  Nature  Conservancy  of  Oregon  (TNC)  would  like  to  take  this  opportunity  to 
comment  on  the  Draft  Southeast  Oregon  Resource  Management  Plan/Environmcntal 
Impact  Statement  (DSEOR  RMP/EIS).  As  you  are  aware  the  Conservancy  is  a  non-profit 
international  conservation  organization  dedicated  to  the  preservation  of  biodiversity  We 
have  had  a  long  history  of  conservation  action  in  SE  Oregon  that  has  included  ownership 
and  management  of  the  Borax  Lake  Preserve,  numerous  inventories  for  rare  plants  and 
animals,  surveys  for  potential  ACECs  and  RNAs  in  preparation  of  the  RMP/EIS  as  well 
as  drafting  of  management  guides  for  some  of  the  most  rare  species  in  the  region.  Our 
comments  will  focus  on  these  aspects  of  the  RMP/EIS  that  most  directly  affect  our 
mission  of  biodiversity  conservation  and  the  aspects  of  the  plan  for  which  we  have 
detailed  knowledge. 


General  Comments 
Energy  and  Mineral  Resources 

Of  special  concern  to  TNC  is  the  geothermal  leasing  that  has  occurred  within  the  Borax 
Lake  basin.  Borax  Lake  contains  a  listed  endangered  fish,  the  Borax  Lake  chub,  whose 
sole  habitat  is  the  lake  and  the  associated  runoff  channels  to  lower  Borax  Reservoir. 
Borax  Lake  also  contains  other  unique  species,  such  as  the  Borax  Lake  ramshom  snail, 
which  likely  are  endemic  to  the  hot  springs  systems  found  at  the  site.  It  is  safe  to 
conclude  that  as  inventories  become  more  complete  there  will  be  a  suite  of  endemic 
species  found  at  this  site,  all  of  which  are  entirely  dependent  upon  maintaining  the 
specific  hot  springs  environment  that  defines  the  area. 

The  recent  actions  by  Anadarko,  that  were  precursors  to  developing  geothermal  power 
generation,  for  all  intent  and  purposes  showed  that  the  geothermal  basins  underlying  site 
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are  completely  interconnected.  This  was  borne  out  by  the  analyses  of  Anadarko  data  that 
was  released  upon  forfeiture  of  the  geothermal  lease;  in  short,  chemical  analyses  of  flows 
from  test  wells  depicted  chemical  compositions  that  were  either  identical  to  Borax  Lake 
or  highly  similar  to  it.  Because  of  these  results  the  Conservancy  believes  that  any 
geothermal  development  in  proximity  to  the  underlying  geothermal  basin  of  Borax  Lake 
presents  an  unacceptable  risk  to  the  Borax  Lake  ecosystem  which  is  the  sole  habitat  for 
the  listed  endangered  Borax  Lake  chub. 

The  Conservancy  recommends  for  Objective  1  under  Energy  and  Mineral  Resources  (3- 
1 1 )  that  the  BLM  adopt  Alternative  D  with  reference  to  no  leasing  within  a  3  by  8  mile 
buffer  around  Borax  Lake.  We  also  recommend  that  all  ACEC/RNAs  be  withdrawn  from 
mineral  entry  as  exploration  and  development  would  substantially  degrade  the  resources 
for  which  these  areas  were  designated  to  represent  and  protect. 

Rare  Species 

The  special  status  plant  species  section  (3-22)  is  quite  brief  and  says  many  of  the  right 
things  regarding  using  a  mix  of  protection,  restoration  and  enhancement  measures  for 
species  and  their  habitats.  However,  given  the  large  number  of  species  that  are  listed  in 
Chapter  2  of  the  RMP/EIS  we  feel  that  there  should  be  more  specificity  regarding  future 
actions  for  at  least  some  of  these  species.  Table  2-6  details  how  much  of  the  likely 
habitat  has  been  inventoried  for  certain  species;  TNC  recommends  that  a  goal  of  the  plan 
should  be  that  75%  of  the  likely  habitat  should  be  surveyed,  within  the  next  5  years. 

There  is  also  no  mention  of  the  use  of  habitat  management  plans  in  the  RMP  or  at  least 
no  goal  to  draft  additional  plans  for  other  species.  These  plans  have  been  drafted  after 
typically  lengthy  studies  of  the  species  and  their  habitats  such  that  they  should  be 
incorporated  into  the  RMP  and  implemented  as  a  primary  means  to  meet  the  objective 
stated  in  Chapter  3. 

Finally  it  is  noted  in  Chapter  2  that  several  specific  habitals  contain  a  number  of  rare 
plant  species  and  in  general  have  a  high  degree  of  endemism  associated  with  them.  The 
Vale  Sand  Hills.  Owyhee  Uplands  Ash  Deposits,  High  Steens  Alpine  Zone,  Playas,  Lithic 
Soils,  and  Limestone  are  all  discrete  areas  that  should  be  focused  on  in  the  RMP  as 
needed  special  attention  for  the  contributions  to  botanical  diversity  in  the  region. 
Management  attention  in  these  areas  should  include  but  not  be  limited  to  regular  botanic 
surveys  and  monitoring,  impacts  from  land  uses  and  management  actions  such  as  grazing, 
recreation,  road  maintenance,  wildfire,  among  others. 

Rare  animal  species  also  need  more  specific  attention  in  Chapter  3  of  the  RMP/EIS. 
Specifically,  the  Conservancy  recommends  that  greater  effort  be  made  to  inventory 
unique  habitats  for  groups  of  species  of  which  little  is  known.  These  groups  include  but 
are  not  limited  to  aquatic  and  terrestrial  mollusks,  aquatic  and  terrestrial  insects,  bats,  and 
other  small  mammals.  Bighorn  sheep  are  specifically  identified  in  the  plan  Objective  2 
(3-28),  we  recommend  that  greater  protection  for  potential  bighorn  habitat  be  afforded  by 
the  curtailment  of  domestic  sheep  grazing  where  such  allotments  overlap  with  bighorn 
potential  presence. 


We  expected  to  see  the  RMP  place  a  greater  emphasis  on  native  fisheries  especially  in  the 
context  of  aquatic  and  riparian  habitats.  Great  strides  have  been  made  in  inventories  for 
fish  species  and  stream  surveys  are  well  underway  in  at  least  the  Andrews  RA,  however, 
there  is  considerable  survey  work  yet  to  be  done  in  many  areas  of  the  Vale  District.  This 
should  be  an  immediate  priority  of  the  RMP  and  then,  as  priority  streams  are  identified 
from  sensitive  species  presence  and/or  potential  for  high  quality  aquatic  habitat,  there 
needs  to  be  rapid  implementation  of  restoration  projects  at  priority  sites.  Alternative  C 
does  not  do  enough  to  emphasize  the  need  to  work  aggressively  at  riparian  and  aquatic 
habitat  restoration  and  conservation.  Alternative  D  is  more  in  keeping  with  the  urgency 
needed  to  address  these  habitats  in  a  priority  fashion. 

Monitoring  also  needs  to  be  detailed  for  special  status  species  in  such  a  way  that  it  can  be 
used  in  an  adaptive  manner.  If  populations  of  a  certain  species  are  declining  due  to 
management  actions,  as  shown  by  monitoring,  then  what  are  the  conditions  under  which 
a  change  in  management  is  required?  Determining  appropriate  levels  of  change  in 
critical  habitats  or  populations  of  rare  species  should  be  a  goal  of  the  RMP. 

Special  Management  Areas 

Special  Management  Areas  are  one  of  the  principal  areas  where  TNC  has  focused  its 
effort  on  BLM  lands  in  SE  Oregon  over  the  last  decade.  We  conducted  inventories  under 
contractual  agreements  with  the  BLM  if  each  of  the  Resource  Areas  affected  by  the 
RMP/EIS  and  many  of  our  nominated  sites  have  been  brought  forward  in  the  preferred 
alternative.  A  number  of  additional  sites  have  been  recommended  by  the  BLM  and/or 
other  individuals  and  in  examining  these  additional  areas,  which  include  ACECs, 
ACEC/RNAs,  and  even  the  Steens  NCA  we  feel  they  all  justify  designation  in  the  plan. 
Our  comments  below  reflect  those  sites  which  were  not  carried  forward  in  the  preferred 
alternative  and  which  we  feel  are  critically  in  need  of  designation. 

The  basis  for  all  of  our  arguments  for  the  specific  sites  and  their  boundaries  is  the  ability 
of  the  site  to  adequately  fill  natural  area  ceil  needs,  as  described  in  the  Oregon  Natural 
Heritage  Plan  (19981.  The  Conservancy  has  evaluated  potential  natural  areas  and  their 
ability  to  represenl  natural  areas  as  defined  in  the  Heritage  Plan  for  2  decades.  Our 
ecologists  have  the  broadest  knowledge  of  natural  areas  and  natural  communities  in  state 
and  rely  on  principles  of  conservation  biology  and  conservation  site  design  when 
proposing  areas  for  designation.  Proposed  boundaries  for  sites  are  intended  to  include  the 
natural  diversity  inherent  in  the  target  natural  communities  and  the  proscribed  sites  arc 
defined  so  as  to  remain  viable  even  in  the  face  of  potentially  changing  land  uses  on 
adjacent  lands. 

In  general  we  support  Alternative  D  with  regards  to  ACECs  and  ACEC/RNA 
designations  for  the  reasons  that  maximum  protected  acreages  are  proposed  in  this 
alternative  and  there  is  generally  stronger  protection  from  mineral  entry  as  well. 

Malheur  Resource  Area 

11  Mahogany  Ridge  ACEC/RNA:  TNC  supports  the  boundary  that  is  detailed  in 
Alternative  D  which  would  result  in  an  area  of  1557  acres.  This  additional  area  would 
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give  greater  representation  of  the  target  natural  community,  mountain  mahogany/big 
sagebrush,  and  would  add  needed  buffer  of  mountain  big  sagebrush  communities 
Furthermore,  the  proposed  addition  would  add  diversity  to  the  site  with  aspen- 
chokecherry  communities  found  in  late-lying  snowbank  areas  The  Owyhee  Uplands 
contain  the  greatest  diversity  of  mountain  mahogany  communities  known  in  the  species 
range  Because  extensive  areas  of  mountain  mahogany  habitat  is  on  private  lands  the  few 
diverse  areas  of  mahogany  communities  on  public  lands  offer  the  only  chance  to  protect 
these  communities  which  have  great  wildlife  significance  as  well  as  botanic  significance. 

a.Stockade  Mountain  ACEC/RNA  Addition:  The  original  TNC  recommendation  for 
expansion  of  this  existing  ACEC/RNA  did  not  evaluate  lands  in  sections  33  and  34. 

These  lands  could  very  well  provide  quality  habitats  that  would  add  diversity  to  the 
western  jumper  types  and  low  sagebrush  types,  which  are  the  target  communities  at  the 
site.  We  support  the  larger  addition  (Alternative  D)  based  on  somewhat  limited 
knowledge  of  these  sections. 

31  Castle  Pock  ACfjC:  The  Castle  Rock  site  encompasses  a  TNC  proposed  area  Sheep 
Mountain,  and  does  a  better  job  at  protecting  the  target  natural  commumt.es  which  are 
transitional  between  the  Blue  Mountains  and  the  Owyhee  Uplands  Provinces  The  plan 
proposes  an  ACEC  but  because  the  site  fills  several  natural  area  cells  we  strongly 
recommend  that  the  BUM  classify  this  area  as  an  ACEC/RNA.  Incidentally  the  mans 
accompanying  the  RMP/EIS  list  the  area  as  an  ACEC/RNA.  There  arc  extensive  stands 
of  mountain  big  sagebrush  at  this  sue  as  well  as  diverse  expressions  of  ponderosa  pine-' 

“  ml  u'  Comm™",es'  h',,h  °f  wbich  ^  unfilled  targets.  Again.  ,n  order  for  the 
site  to  fulfill  Heritage  Program  cell  needs,  we  recommend  an  ACEC/RNA  designation 

4}  Lake  Ridge  ACEC/RNA  We  support  our  original  proposal  that  is  described  in 
Alternative  D  and  includes  lands  north  of  the  main  road  that  runs  through  the  site.  The 
rationale  for  this  is  that  these  lands  contain  some  of  the  best  low  sagebrush/bluebunch 
wheatgrass,  the  primary  the  natural  area  cell  need  represented  at  the  site.  The  lands  also 
include  portions  of  the  silver  sagebrush/Nevada  bluegrass  playa  vegetation  that  adds  to 
the  overall  diversity  of  the  site. 

Sj  Coal  Mine  Basil) ACEC/RNA:  We  support  the  designation  of  this  site  It  represents  an 
‘"ISIT1*  5"e.both  for  the  rare  Plants  present  there  as  well  as  the  unusual  Succor  Creek 
ashbeds.  which  are  well  represented  at  the  site  We  are  especially  pleased  that  this  sue 
was  nominated  in  light  of  its  importance. 

6)  Dry  Creek  Gorge  ACEC:  We  support  the  designation  of  this  site  as  it  contains  some  of 

^!T^P'Cfi!CUiai  ‘hf  °wyhec  re8‘™  “  wel1  as  ^'rse  geology  that  supports  a 

number  of  high  quality  examples  of  salt  desert  scrub  communities.  This  ACEC  in 
combination  with  the  Owyhee  Views  ACEC  contain  essentially  a  full  range  of  the  salt 
desert  scrub  communities  found  in  the  Owyhees.  Again,  protection  of  this  area  from 
mineral  entry  is  essential  so  we  support  Alternative  D 


Il’thfT' T°nd  H'"S  SiTl  H'"S  ACec/rNA:  O'ven  the  potential  threal  of  mineral  leasing 
at  this  site  wc  support  Alternative  D  with  its  NSO  stipulations.  This  site  is  remarkable  J 

conditTir  rep,BSen,a,ionS  of  soil  alka1'  communities  m  high  quality 

8)  garth  fork  Malheur  River  ACFC  The  North  Fork  Malheur  River  is  the  link  between 
die  Blue  Mountains  and  Ihe  Owyhee  Uplands  Province  and  this  sue  does  a  steal  ,ob  of 
V'  ‘ va)ue!;  a-'s°c>a'«l  with  the  river  canyon.  Rare  species  includmg  bull  trout 
are  a  spec.al  reason  for  designation  of  this  sue  but  the  transition  in  vegetation  from 
continuous  ponderosa  pine  to  sagebrush  stiype  is  also  an  important  feature  at  the  ACEC. 

Blfiv0nchr^'ACKyRNrMTr/R-M:  Th‘S  M,e  in  COn>~  wiIh  S°“'» 

tty  Creek  ACEC/RNA  provides  great  representation  for  several  Wyoming  big 
sagebrush  communities  in  the  Owyhee  Uplands.  Of  spec.al  importance  at  this  sue  is  the 
combination  of  shrubs,  notably  squawapplc  and  threetip  sagebrush,  that  occur  with 
Wyoming  big  sagebrush  We  support  Alternative  D  for  additional  acreage  al  the  sue  and 
for  greater  protection  from  adverse  conditions  caused  by  liveslock  grazing  there 

10)  South  Alkali  Sqnd  Hills  ACFC:  This  site  protects  some  of  the  best  remain, ng  habua, 
for  two  sensitive  ptan,  species,  Mulford's  milkvctch  and  the  Malheur  forge,-me  no,  wl 

ZTde  Trn“"VT  D  fT„'h,S  ACEC  as  “  ™  <ba  ™«imum  habitat  ^s^t  2  * 

provides  the  most  latitude  for  management  at  the  site. 

Th,S  Si,e  COmPlem'"ts  North  Fork  Bully 

Creek  site.  As  noted  previously  these  sues  provide  high  quality  representations  of  several 

reachTcu  fullesfe  J,h  C°mmU"i,i“  “  we“  “  tta«“P  “^brush  communities,  which 
reach  their  fullest  expression  ihe  Owyhee  Uplands.  The  sites  are  wonderfully  diverse 

Tore  wTs'nreadr”  atreagc  .p™ec,,on  “  ^  «  '"'ended  to  represent  some  of  the 
proposar^”^  COmmunlUes  m  thc  province.  We  support  Alternative  D  for  this 

d'VerSC  yPp'a"d  sa8cbrush*  mwntanbrosb.' ^  ^  a 
ell  watered  isolated  mountain.  The  site  has  the  potential  to  represent  a  suite  of  aspen 
communuies  that  all  ansc  due  in  large  pan  to  the  springs,  which  arc  quite  common  ot  the 
peak  and  give  .1  its  name.  We  recommend  designation  of  thc  acreage  displayed  in 

fiSKfasstar — "  ~ -  X ■ 

Jordan  Resource  Area 

1  ’  tody  Crgters  ACEC/RNA:  Wc  support  Alternative  D  to  enlarge  the  RN  A  so  as  to 
include  the  full  extent  of  the  lava  flow. 

ZLPry  Creek  Bench  ACEC/RNA  This  site  is  within  the  Basin  &  Range  Province  and  is 
difo^c'’ ^  of  mountain  muhogany/big  sagebrush  This  type  is  wefl  represented  in  ' 
the  Oregon  Canyon  Mountains,  especially  in  the  upper  canyon,  but  the  Dry  Creek  Bench 
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area  was  a  very  compact  site  for  the  community  Thc  larger  acreage  as  portrayed  in 
Alternative  D  should  be  designated  as  n  acts  to  buffer  this  already  smalUitc  There  are 
some  concerns  with  the  proximity  of  the  road  to  the  sue  but  this  also  allows  ready  access 
to  the  sue.  which  ,s  in  contrasts  with  o(her  occurrence,  of  this  type  in  the  upper  canyon 

3)  Little  Whitehorse  Exclosure  ACEC/RNA:  There  are  few  examples  of  low  elevation 
npanan  arcaslhat  even  remotely  qualify  as  benchmark  areas  for  monitoring  or  research 
purposes  in  the  High  Desert  but  the  Little  Whitehorse  Exclosure  is  one.  The  site  has  been 
well  researched  by  Angie  Evenden  for  her  Ph  D  and  continues  to  be  a  sue  which  is 
visited  time  and  time  again  by  researchers  in  many  fields.  The  preferred  altemalive  does 
no,  do  the  sue  justice  with  regards  to  protecting  the  watershed  surrounding  the  cxclosurc 
hence,  we  recommend  Alternative  D  which  encompasses  more  of  the  watershed 

4)  Mend'  Pore  ACEC/RNA;  This  site  was  originally  designed  to  include  some  of  the 
larger  examples  of  black  sagebrush  communities  In  thc  Vale  District.  Black  sagehmsh  is 

OreTn ' chmsh  aPcc,“  ,h“  15  represented  in  any  designated  natural  areas  in 
Oregon  and  has  a  rather  patchy  distribution  that  makes  it  difficult  to  include  in  most 
natural  area  designs  Unfortunately  the  preferred  alternative  (Alternative  C)  was 

hlon  a  rCfT  °nglnal  pr°P°sal'  whKh  nought  ,0  protect  thc  Mend,  Gore 

basm  and  include  several  black  sagehmsh  communities  The  preferred  alternative  only 
captures  a  very  small  wmlcrfat  dominated  playa  and  essentially  misses  the  more 
important  black  sagebrush  natural  area  target  for  the  site.  We  emphatically  recommend 

descnS  myAtmariveADEC/RNA  ,hC  ^  RMP‘  th“  * 

The  Conservancy's  original  proposal  included  (he  entirety  of  the  Mendi  Gore  basin  a 
compact  alkali  basm  that  lies  south  of  the  Bowden  Hills.  The  basin  is  a  well  des.gned 
natural  area  with  easily  identifiable  boundaries  as  it  is  almost  entirely  enclosed  by 
surrounding  hills  There  are  water  developments  in  the  basm  hut  these  do  not  warrant 

we.  Tmil  If  “  “  ACEC/RNA  Tt*  bla‘k  -8"™"  «*«»  in  pure  stands  as 
well  as  mixed  with  low  sagehmsh  and  usually  has  a  diverse  understory  of  Sandbergs 

bluegrass  and  herbaceous  species.  The  site  grades  into  Wyoming  big  sagcbrush/Idaho 

SlTm-re  UPPCtr  S'OPCS  d‘splay,n8  a  nicc  Pr°8««'on  of  decreasing  alkalinity  in  die 
s.  There  are  also  some  stands  of  sand  dropseed  as  well  as  greasewood-shadscalc 
providing  a  good  diversity  of  communities  at  thc  larger  site. 

ACEC/RNA  'Alternative  C)  would  not  protect  nearly  enough  of  the  black 
sagehmsh  communities  or  the  diversity  of  Ihe  site  and  thus  would  not  adequately 
represem  the  natural  area  cell  for  black  sagehmsh  community  in  the  Oregon  Nan.mt 

^SfStemarive  D  °f  ^  bound"i“  for  ,ha  slle 


- 1  We  concur  with  the  preferred  aJtemalive  for  this  hieh 

quality  site,  which  contains  a  very  important  occurrence  of  Davis’  pepperweed,  a  rare 
plant  species^  One  addition  to  the  alternative  description  would  be  to  attempt  to  dose  the 
road  that  leads  through  the  playa  Also  we  recommend  tha.  all  playas  that  contemns 


22 hava  mainlained  walerholes  (dugouts)  in  them  so  no  new  dugouts 
hould  he  created  and  there  should  be  no  maintenance  done  on  existing  dugouts* 

ATFr/RSjIACnCTr!/V  The  ThrW  ForkS  proposal  not  being  recommended  for 
ACbC./RNA  in  he  preferred  aitemaUve  was  a  surprise  lo  the  Conservancy  as  the  site 
contained  virtually  the  only  remaining  high  quality  example  of  Ihe  coyote  w.Ilow/Great 
Ba.  m  wridrye  left  in  the  province.  Thc  consideration  that  the  site  is  protected  by  the 

an  ACEC/RNA  Wh  “iM,‘,gement is  no'  ^  same  a"  having  the  area  des.gnated  as 
n  ACEC/RNA.  While  protection  of  this  riparian  site  is  important,  the  recognition  that  it 
fills  a  very  htgh  priority  natural  area  cell  and  the  ability  for  designated  areas  to  attract  and 
thus  concentrate  research  and  inventory  is  not  carried  forward  by  mere  inclusion  in  the 
nver  management  plan.  We  recommend  that  Alternative  D  be  implemented  in  the  final 
RMP  with  management  of  the  area  being  delegated  to  the  river  management  plan. 

ilHf,din°oriSthaSa  nu"lber  of “'her  diverse  riparian  and  bottomland  elements  present 
ncludtng  hot  and  cold  springs,  bulrush,  cottonwood/willow,  and  4“  order  river  attributes 
including  sandy  beaches,  erosion  zones  and  natural  flooding.  We  acknowledge  that 
recreation  use  of  the  area  is  mcreasing  and  will  he  constant  management  issue  for  this 
most  important  area;  nevertheless,  we  do  not  believe  that  this  level  of  recreation  use 
should  preclude  ACEC/RNA  designation.  ' 

Tpppin  Creek  Butte  ACE/RNA:  This  remote  area  contains  high  quality  low 
sagebrush/Idaho  fescue  shrublands  with  inclusions  of  bluebunch  wheatgrass.  The  larger 

FUt  whP°h  dH  rni“'Ve  D)  2  SUVCr  sagebrush  piaya  communities  represented  at  Bull 
Flat  which  adds  divem.ty  to  the  site  but  which  also  adds  potential  conflicts  from  water 
development.  Wc  like  the  added  diversity  that  including  Bull  Flat  provides. 

Andrews  Resource  Area 

11  Alvord  Desert  ACEC:  The  Alvord  Desert  ACEC  contains  excellent  examples  of  salt 
desert  scrub  communities  that  provide  habitat  to  a  variety  of  wildlife  species.  When  the 
Conservancy  conduced  potential  ACEC  and  RNA  inventories  in  the  Andrews  RA  we 
were  immediately  struck  w.th  the  importance  of  the  Alvord  Desert,  especially  in  light  of 
its  rel'’'a"«  to  the  adjacent  Steens  Mountain  range  But  we  were  also  struck  withdie 
irony  that  the  designated  ACEC  did  not  include  the  actual  '‘desert"  which  lies 
tmmedialely  to  west  of  the  amenity  designated  site.  We  recommended  to  the  BLM  tha, 

ha, Ch  ‘a  ^  aC‘Ual  Play“ ,0  the  WCSI  and  we  are  sh~k«l  a"d  d.smayed 

that  th.s  recommendation  did  not  even  warrant  inclusion  as  an  alternative  in  the  draft 

ACEC  designation  ran8  y  r“°mm'nd  lhal  ,he  ful1  ex"m  oft"e  playa  be  included  in  Ihe 

We  suspeci  that  one  of  the  BLM  concerns  regarding  inclusion  of  the  actual  playa  is  that 

die  trudi' °w'e  reco  *  2  TeCK3Uon  use  on  ,hc  Playa  N°'hing  needs  to  b^  farther  from 

the  truth.  We  recognize  the  existing  recreation  that  occurs  on  the  playa  and  feel  that 

much  of  it  is  relatively  benign  in  terms  of  its  effects  on  the  ecosystem.  ACEC 
designation,  though,  would  recognize  the  complete  extent  of  the  Alvord  and  include  the 
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playa  and  lake,  which  is  so  visible  and  so  unique  in  Oregon.  This  area  would  also  benefit 
from  the  comprehensive  planning  that  could  occur  under  the  ACEC  designation. 

2)  Borax  Lake  ACEC;  Ea-stKigerPlateau  ACEC/RNA;  Little  Blitzen  ACEC/RNA;  Little 

Wildhorse  ACEC/RNA;  Mickey  Basin  ACEC/RNA.  Pickett  Rim  ACEC:  Pueblo 

Foothills  ACEC/RNA:  Rooster  Comb  ACEC/RNA:  South  Fork  Willow  Creek 
ACEC/RNA;  Steens  Mountain  ACEC;  Turn  Turn  Lake  ACEC/RNA;  Fir  Groves  ACEC; 

Mickey  Hot  Springs  ACEC;  Serrano  Point  ACEC/RNA:  We  concur  with  the  preferred 
alternative  on  these  existing  recommendations  with  the  addition  of  withdrawal  from 
mineral  entry  for  the  areas. 

31  Big  Alvord  Creek  ACEC/RNA  :  We  support  this  recommendation  as  it  contains  high 
quality  examples  of  natural  communities.  The  site  has  essentially  no  conflicts  from 
livestock  grazing,  as  the  terrain  makes  it  difficult  for  access,  but  there  is  some  potential  of 
mineral  entry  and  thus  we  recommend  that  the  area  be  withdrawn  from  entry. 

4)  East  Fork  Trout  Creek  ACEC/RNA:  The  Conservancy’s  original  recommendation  for 
this  site  included  the  upper  watershed  of  the  East  Fork  so  as  to  offer  conservation 
protection  to  the  entire  site.  The  preferred  alternative  seems  to  scaled  this  back 
considerably  such  that  it  is  unclear  if  even  the  riparian  values  for  the  site  will  be  protected 
as  currently  designed.  Of  special  concern  is  the  sedge  wet  meadow  or  bog  that  resides  on 
the  west  side  of  the  stream;  this  site  has  been  damaged  by  livestock  use  in  the  past  and 
should  be  part  of  the  site.  We  recommend  extending  the  boundaries  to  the  upper 
ridgeline  to  make  insure  watershed  level  protection  for  the  wetland/riparian  values  as 
well  as  for  the  ease  of  recognizing  the  site  from  the  ground. 

5)  Long  Draw  ACEC/RNA:  The  existing  RNA  has  been  controversial  for  several 
reasons  but  if  the  boundaries  would  be  extended  per  the  Conservancy’s  recommendations 
in  1994  and  protection  were  afforded  to  the  entire  area  some  of  the  controversy  would  be 
avoided.  The  existing  boundary  is  not  consistent  with  the  landscape  and  instead  is  drawn 
on  legal  (section)  boundaries.  We  recommend  that  the  site  be  extended  to  the  northwest 
to  Buck  Buttes  and  include  more  of  the  upper  drainage  that  is  above  the  existing  RNA. 
This  will  act  to  protect  the  sandy  soil  communities  that  extend  beyond  the  current 
boundary  as  well  as  protect  additional  lands  that  contain  communities  dominated  by 
purple  sage  and  buckwheat.  The  upper  basin  grades  into  big  sagebrush/bluebunch 
wheatgrass  showing  a  nice  transition  from  the  sandy  soils  which  support  the  Indian 
ricegrass  target  community. 

Steens  National  Conservation  Area 

The  Nature  Conservancy  read  with  interest  the  proposed  Steens  NCA,  as  we  have  long 
believed  that  the  area  was  the  most  outstanding  representation  of  basin  and  range  country 
in  the  Northern  Basin  &  Range  Ecoregion.  The  one  major  modification  that  we  felt  must 
be  made  in  order  to  bring  the  site  into  complete  agreement  with  the  rationale  provided  in 
Chapter  3  (3-217-218),  however,  was  that  the  Alvord  Desert  must  be  included  in  the 
designation.  The  rationale  for  the  inclusion  of  the  Alvord  is  based  on  it  being  integrally 
tied  to  the  accompanying  range  of  Steens  Mountain.  In  the  Basin  and  Range  Ecoregion 
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2)  Volcanic  ashbed  habitats  have  been  addressed  in  comments  regarding  special 
management  areas  as  well  as  with  reference  to  rare  plant  species  but  these  unique 
geologic  sites  warrant  special  attention  here  as  well.  The  RMP  does  a  good  job  of 
protecting  these  areas  with  special  designations  but  we  recommend  that  these  sites  also 
be  withdrawn  from  mineral  entry.  The  ashbeds  are  discrete  areas,  which  are  readily 
identifiable  and,  from  the  larger  perspective,  cover  only  a  small  percentage  of  the  total 
RMP  area.  The  minerals  associated  with  these  ashbeds  are  not  classified  as  strategic 
minerals,  in  general,  and  can  be  found  in  other  less  sensitive  areas  as  well. 

3)  Alpine  habitats  are  found  primarily  on  Steens  Mountain  very  limited  examples  on  the 
Pueblos  and  Trout  Creek  Mountains.  These  habitats  are  generally  fragile,  in  terms  of 
disturbance,  they  are  very  slow  to  restore,  and  add  considerably  to  the  botanical  diversity 
of  the  SE  Oregon  region.  The  plant  species  found  in  these  scenic  areas  are  typically  not 
considered  sensitive,  although  several  species  there  are  on  the  BLM  sensitive  list,  but 
they  can  be  quite  susceptible  to  disturbance  impacts.  The  alpine  habitats  in  the  RMP  area 
should  receive  extra  consideration  when  any  management  action  is  proposed  whether  it  is 
recreation  focused  or  if  it  has  a  more  traditional  commodity  extraction  focus.  Impacts  to 
the  alpine  zone  are  still  in  need  of  better  understanding,  especially  impacts  which  affect 
wetlands  and  watersheds. 

4)  Woodland  habitats  are  not  often  considered  in  high  desert  resource  management  plans 
except  with  issues  involving  juniper  management.  Nevertheless  there  are  several 
characteristic  woodland  habitats  within  the  RMP  area  that  warrant  attention  from  more 
that  just  the  perspective  that  juniper  has  received  in  the  recent  past.  Western  juniper 
forms  a  number  of  defining  habitats  in  the  sagebrush  steppe  and  is  critical  for  a  host  of 
wildlife  species  in  the  region.  The  species  is  currently  undergoing  an  expansion  of  its 
range,  not  unlike  similar  expansions  that  it  has  undergone  in  the  past,  except  that  the 
current  range  expansion  is  occurring  when  we  have  the  ability  to  monitor  it.  The 
expansion  is  both  natural  and  fostered  by  human  actions,  most  notably  fire  suppression. 
The  Nature  Conservancy  recommends  that  BLM  management  efforts  to  control  juniper 
be  placed  in  the  context  of  a  return  to  natural  rates  of  wildfire  incidence  with 
consideration  being  given  to  the  affects  of  fire  on  the  spread  of  weeds.  Natural  variation 
in  juniper  expansion  should  be  studied,  as  is  currently  being  undertaken  by  several 
researchers,  but  expansion  should  not  be  a  landscape  scale  management  action. 

Another  woodland  habitat  of  special  interest  in  the  RMP  area  is  mountain  mahogany. 
Mountain  mahogany,  like  juniper,  is  usually  restricted  to  areas  that  have  low  fire  return 
intervals.  The  shrub  is  important  for  a  variety  of  wildlife  and  contains  some  its  most 
diverse  habitat  expressions  in  the  Owyhee  Uplands,  an  area  considered  by  researchers  to 
be  the  center  of  mountain  mahogany  distribution.  In  the  past,  the  BLM  has  not  focused 
on  habitats  dominated  by  mountain  mahogany  and  there  has  been  a  general  practice  to 
maintain  stands  of  the  species  for  their  natural  values.  We  want  to  reinforce  this  and 
encourage  the  Bureau  to  wherever  possible  protect  these  critical  habitats  from 
overgrazing,  road  construction,  and  other  disturbance-based  activities. 
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the  two  seemingly  contradictory  landscapes,  desert  mountain  ranges  and  the  intervening 
basins,  work  in  unison  in  a  host  of  ways.  The  wildlife  of  the  area  provide  the  easiest 
means  to  visualize  this  union  as  bighorn  sheep,  for  instance,  are  found  venturing  out  to 
Borax  Lake  in  the  winter  and  spend  their  summers  on  the  rugged  east  face  of  Steens. 
Another  example  is  with  certain  butterflies,  which  have  hatched  on  the  desert  floor  and 
then  swarm  up  the  mountain  and  top  out  at  the  crest  in  summer  More  subtle  alliances 
between  the  two  landscapes  also  are  readily  recognizable  such  as  watershed  concerns. 
Snowmelt  off  the  Steens  feeds  playa  lakes,  which  then  provide  habitat  and  refuge  for 
waterfowl  and  other  species;  actions  affecting  snowmelt  on  the  mountain  need  to  take 
into  account  downslope  implications.  Plant  species  also  naturally  migrate  between  the 
basin  and  the  mountain,  although  this  migration  often  takes  place  over  a  longer  lime 
frame  than  wildlife  migrations  do. 

The  rationale  for  the  NCA  designation  (3-217)  states  that  the  “area  would  be  large 
enough  to  protect  and  manage  from  a  landscape  approach  where  interrelated  values  of 
watersheds,  vegetation  and  wildlife  would  be  managed  as  part  of  an  ecological  system.” 
This  clearly  supports  inclusion  of  the  Alvord  Desert  with  the  proposed  NCA.  As  stated 
earlier,  in  the  Basin  and  Range  Ecoregion  both  landscapes  taken  together  define  the 
ecosystem. 

Finally,  the  human  uses  of  the  area  also  dictate  inclusion  of  the  Alvord  w'ith  the  NCA 
proposal  with  increasing  recreation  and  existing  commodity  uses  both  utilizing  the  basin 
and  the  range  as  a  unit.  Issues  such  as  transportation,  recreation  facilities,  summer  range 
and  winter  pasture,  and  even  residential  development  involve  both  landscapes  and 
therefore  support  the  addition  of  the  Alvord  Desert  in  the  proposed  NCA.  Planning  for 
such  uses  should  be  done  on  the  entire  area  as  a  whole  so  that  the  human  interactions 
between  the  two  landscapes  are  factored  into  management  decisions.  It  would  be 
shortsighted  to  only  include  Steens  Mountain  m  this  NCA  proposal  when  many  of  the 
issues  for  the  region  are  based  on  both  of  these  major  landscape  features. 

Unique  Habitats 

1)  Riparian  areas  and  wetlands  are  critical  habitats  for  wildlife  and  also  contain  a 
considerable  amount  of  biodiversity  of  botanic  resources.  These  areas  are  also  obviously 
important  for  downstream  water  resources  that  often  include  seasonal  lakes  and  marshes 
The  management  actions  specified  for  Objective  1  under  Alternative  C  should  be 
strengthened  so  as  to  focus  BLM  management  in  these  critical  habitats  with  meeting 
water  quality  standards.  Similarly  in  Objective  2  that  focuses  on  healthy  riparian  and 
wetland  areas,  management  actions  should  only  be  allowed  if  they  improve  conditions  in 
these  areas  or  if  they  are  neutral.  As  shown  in  Chapter  2,  a  over  half  of  the  riparian 
habitat  in  the  Andrews  Resource  Area  is  in  poor  or  fair  condition  (2-38)  and  over  V*  of 
Malheur  and  Jordan  Resource  Areas  have  not  been  evaluated  yet.  Again,  given  the 
enormous  importance  of  riparian  and  wetland  areas  in  the  sagebrush  steppe  these 
statistics  are  not  acceptable  and  one  of  the  most  important  restoration  activities  that  BLM 
can  achieve  (or  at  least  tackle)  is  in  these  limited  habitats. 
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or  those  such  as  plants  where  It  is  easier  to  obtain  data  (plants  aren’t 
mobile,  and  are  easier  to  study)  .  BLM  must  commit  to  monitoring  of  key 
populations/  habitats.  BLM  is  mandated  to  be  concerned  about  and  assess 
Impacts  to  loggerhead  shrikes  or  pygmy  rabbits  equally  to  bighorn  sheep. 

We  will  use  BLM  s  lack  of  data  on  and  attention  to  pygmy  rabbits  to 
illustrate  BLM  s  Ignoring  of  non-charismatic  special  status  species. 

Pygmy  rabbits  are  known  to  be  declining  throughout  their  range,  and  may 
soon  be  listed  under  the  ESA.  Pygmy  rabbits  select  sites  with  28-46% 
cover  (Washington  Department  of  Wildlife  1993).  Pygmy  rabbits  must  have 
dense  sagebrush  cover  to  live.  It  has  been  known  for  some  time  that 
control  or  eradication  of  tall  dense  sagebrush  is  detrimental  (Green 
1980a.  Green  1980b.  Campbell  1982.  Weiss  1984.  Lyman  1991.  Peterson 
1995).  Sagebrush  of  this  density  is  precisely  the  sagebrush  habitat  type 
which  BLM  has  selected  for  vegetation  treatment  in  the  past,  and  will 
select  for  vegetation  treatment  in  the  future.  Alternatives  propose 
treatment  of  large  acreages  of  sagebrush.  Without  full  and  complete  data 
on  distribution,  occurrence,  and  population  status  of  pygmy  rabbits  in 
southeastern  Oregon.  BLM  cannot  analyze  impacts  of  actions  such  as 
grazing  levels,  vegetation  treatments  or  construction  of  range 
improvements  proposed  under  any  alternative. 

To  assess  impacts  of  vegetation  treatment,  range  improvements.  OHV  use. 
levels  of  livestock  grazing  or  changes  In  season  of  use.  BLM  must  acquire 
and  analyze  data  on  all  special  status  species. 

When  will  BLM  propose  a  sage  grouse/pygmy  rabbit  ACEC.  or  a  collared 
lizard  ACEC?  Where  in  southeastern  Oregon  could  mountain  quail  or  kit 
foxes  be  reintroduced?  If  no  sites  are  currently  suitable,  what  can  BLM 
do  (changes  in  grazing  practices,  road  access.  OHV  use.  etc.)  to  restore 
suitable  habitat? 

SPECIAL  STATUS  -PLANTS 

BLM  has  compiled  better  data  on  special  status  plants.  However,  the 
analysis  in  the  RMP  contains  several  deficiencies.  BLM  must  clearly 
Identify  causes  of  low  numbers  of  plants,  and  specify  activities 
currently  threatening  or  Impacting  these  species  A  thorough  analysis  of 
management  activities  which  could  improve  habitat  conditions  must  be 
Included.  Clearly  identify  cause  of  low  numbers,  and  detail  necessary 
management  changes  to  solve  problems.  Is  a  plant  rare  because  It  grows 
only  on  a  limited  soil  type,  or  is  it  rare  because  It  is  highly  palatable 
to  livestock,  or  susceptible  to  trampling?  Is  mining  destroying  habitat? 

How  can  management  be  changed  to  enhance  habitat?  BLM  must  identify 
special  habitats  where  unique  assemblages  of  species  may  occur ,  and 
undertake  management  necessary  to  protect  these  sites. 

Additional  information  on  location  and  specific  habitat  types  must  be 
included  In  the  RMP.  Since  BLM  has  some  knowledge  of  plants,  any 
Inventory  and  monitoring  data  on  distribution,  size  and  trends  must  be 
analyzed  In  the  RMP.  Are  population  sizes  increasing  or  decreasing?  Why? 
How  will  BLM  prevent  mining  activities  from  negatively  impacting  volcanic 
ash  endemic  plants? 

We  understand  that  BLM  may  be  reluctant  to  reveal  precise  location  of 
special  status  species,  but  the  public  should  be  provided  with  maps  or 
approximate  Township,  Range.  Section  which  at  least  identify  genera) 
locations,  so  that  future  actions  proposed  under  the  RMP  can  be  evaluated 
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Monitoring  needs  to  be  included  in  all  restoration  activities,  including  prescribed  fires 
such  that  changes  can  be  made  when  it  is  determined  that  actions  taken  need  to  be 
modified  to  meet  future  objectives. 


SliOR  RMP  and  T.NC's  Ecoregional  Plan 

The  Nature  Conservancy  has  embarked  on  a  national  program  to  conduct  ecoregional 
evcl  conservation  plans  that  will  gutde  our  efforts  and  those  of  our  conservation  partners 
to  protect  biodiversity  One  of  the  first  pilot  plans  to  be  completed  was  the  Columbia 
atcau  Ecoregional  Plan  which  included  the  entire  area  that  is  covered  by  the  RMP.  The 
Columbia  Plateau  Plan  identified  a  number  of  sites  that  contained  critical  biodiversity 
values  and  we  are  happy  to  report  that  many  of  these  sites  contain  existing  an  d/or 
proposed  special  management  areas  identified  in  the  draft  RMP.  Sites  identified  by  the 
Columbia  Plateau  Plan  include  Steens/ Alvord,  Oregon  Canyon  Mountains  Owyhee 
Canycnlands,  Succor  Creek.  Crooked  Creek,  Saddle  Butte,  Dry  Creek,  Alkali  Gulch, 
Harper  Cottonwood  Mountain,  and  Castle  Rock.  Some  sites  are  very  small  rare  plant 
sites  while  others,  such  as  Steens/Alvord,  are  large  landscape  level  sites  that  contain  rare 
species  as  well  areas  capable  of  supporting  ecosyslem  processes. 

The  inclusion  of  these  sites  in  the  RMP  gives  credence  to  the  work  that  the  Bureau  has 
done  but  there  are  still  other  sites  that  will  require  additional  work  in  years  to  come  An 
even  more  vexing  issue  is  the  management  of  designated  sites  as  mere  designation  does 
not  usually  equate  to  adequate  protection  of  the  natural  values  of  the  sites  The 
Conservancy  looks  forward  to  worieng  with  the  BLM  on  management  issues  of  common 
concern.  We  are  also  happy  to  share  with  the  BLM  the  work  that  went  into  the 
development  of  the  Columbia  Plateau  Conservation  Plan  We  fully  recognize  the  pivotal 
role  that  the  BLM  plays  in  conservation  in  SE  Oregon  and  we  look  forward  to  continuing 
to  work  with  agency  on  issues  pertaining  to  protecting  biodiversity  values. 


If  you  have  any  questions  regarding  our  comments,  please  feel  free  to  contact  me. 


Sincerely, 

Dick  Vander  Schaaf 

Conservation  Planner  and  Protection  Specialist 
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Watersheds 

Project 


Working  to  protect  and  restore  Idaho  uxiicrsheds 


RECEIVED 

MAR  -  8  1999 

VALE  DISTRICT  BLM 

* 


March  1.  1999 

Ed  Singleton 
District  Manager 
Vale  BLM  Office 
1 00  Oregon  Street 
Vale.  OR  97738 

Dear  Mr.  Singleton. 

SFOHMP<'o!i',,COnr,rnfd.abOUt  3  broad  ran6c  of  deficiencies  In  the 
bbORMP  Incomplete  Information  on  current  condition  of  public  lands  and 

The  Aher,^Tnt,ed  *"  ^  BLM  haa  fa"'d  «°  adequacy  cha£?tcriz“ 
deL-rtms^  T  Based  on  this  inadequate  characterization  and 

description  of  the  environment,  BLM  has  presented  a  garbled  and 
unrealistic  set  of  alternatives.  We  are  disappointed  tn  BLM's  ranvr  of 

mU8‘  1U*m'n‘  the  ran8^  and  depth  oftoform^oon  on 
uplands  riparian  areas,  special  status  species,  wildlife  and  vegetation 
assembled  and  presented  to  the  public.  vegetation 

rtMHnl!amfa‘led  ‘ncorPora"-  information  presented  to  It  by  the  public 

/Appendix  A  P'  1  Scoping  Comments  .  omits  any  mention  nf  ran  a* 

rZTn«,."h?  we  “  BLM  on  Manipulation  of  Native  p££t  f 

Communities.  PI  re.  and  other  Issues  We  ask  that  rf  m  oa~t_  . 

initial  Scoping"  Please  find  our  scoping  comments,  read  them  ’ 

mW-TT'!  Ib'"Vlm°  a  nrw  ninge  of  altemauvcs.  and  asatmOatc 
relevant  points  Into  your  analysis. 

'Z^teSS:3>h7,A,?,,thHalBLM  Prepara  3  SuPPlemrntal  E1S  that  better 
of  a  t  Environment.  BLM  must  also  develop  a  new  range 

i^R^ndfrot^habltrtt'in1® 
°fn“ny  ACECs 
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The  RMP  presents  a  short-sighted,  out-dated  analysis  of  wtldllfe. 
Throughout  the  RMP.  BLM  falls  to  consider  Impacts  on  95%  of  the  wtldllfe 
species  In  southeastern  Oregon.  Charismatic,  huntable  species  dominate 
analyses  of  wildlife  Impacts. 


A  fundamentol  problem  for  the  RMP  Is  that  for  most  non-game  species,  the 
BLM  does  not  know  1)  what  species  are  out  there  2)  where  they  are  located 
3)  why  they  are  there  4)  the  status  of  their  populations.  Lacking  data  on 
population  status,  population  distribution,  metapopulation  structure  and 
habitat  requirements  for  many  species.  It  Is  difficult  If  not  Impossible 
to  assess  potential  impacts  of  the  RMP  -  especially  on  populations  of 
habitat  specialists  and  sensitive,  rare  or  locally  endemic 
(geographically  restricted)  species. 

No  evaluation  of  habitat  condition  for  the  vast  majority  of  species 
endemic  to  the  RMP  area  was  conducted  as  part  of  the  RMP  process  The  RMP 
makes  no  attempt  to  apply  coarse  filter  approaches  for  assessing 
likelihood  of  retaining  viable,  well-distributed  populations  of  native 
species. 


evaluation  of  mechanistic/community  relationships  within  the 
sEORMP  area.  There  is  no  evaluation  of:  I)  Impacts  of  exotic  spates  on 
native  wildlife:  2)  Predator-prey  relationships;  3)  Sensitivity  of 
different  spectes  to  human  Intrusion;  4)  Site  specific  disturbance  In 
critical  or  core  areas. 


A  discussion  of  wtldllfe  can  not  be  separated  from  a  discussion  of 
biodiversity.  BLM  Is  moving  toward  an  ecosystem  approach  to  land 

71,3  RMP  purports  to  be  doing  this.  Secretary  Babbitt  s  1993 
¥anaS™ent  Statement.  ■  Ecosystem  Management  In  the  BLM:  Fi 
Concept  to  Commitment  .  directed  BLM  management  to:  stress  sustaining 
natural  ecological  processes  and  functions  to  provide  resilience  and  8 
adaptation  to  long-term  change;  be  based  on  science;  minimize  ecosystem 
fragmentation,  reconnect  fragmented  parts.  Secretary  Babbitt  gave  clear 
direction  to  Implement  management  change  that  conserves  diversity  and 
Integrity  of  the  land.  Obtaining  crucial  baseline  data  on 

dif'  SfCt.es,n,ust  be  3  BLM  Partly-  as  well  as  objective  evaluation 
of  scientific  information,  in  achieving  this  goal. 

FLPMA  requires  that  1)  Public  lands  resources  be  periodically  and 
systematically  Inventoried;  2)  Public  lands  be  managed  In  a  manner  that 
will  protect  the  quality  of  scientific,  ecological,  and  environmental 
r^w?rena?d  3  AC!rCsb'  ldenafled  where  special  management  attention  Is 
,:r  ^rtec;  ^a,urCVCnt  lrreparable  damage  to  important  values. 
Including  fish  and  wildlife  resources  or  other  natural  systems  or 
processes.  BLM  Manual  6500.6  states:  "Manage  habitat  with  emphasis  on 
to,  onsure  self-sustaining  populations  and  a  natural  abundance 
nd  biodiversity  of  wildlife,  fish,  and  plant  resources  on  all  public 
ds.  Manual  section  6840.06  states:  "Conserve  endangered  and 
•atened  species  and  the  ecosystems  upon  which  they  depend." 

Where  an  agency  has  out-dated.  Insufficient,  or  no  Information  on 
potential  impacts,  it  must  develop  the  information  as  part  of  the  NEPA 

foTobra l n mo' h I 'V 502 ,22  does  not  cvtn  present  a  timeframe  or  plan 

for  obtaining  biodiversity  Information.  Key  ecosystem  Indicator  species 

®ds  b'  ^'nun  •  CrtUcal  habltals  identified,  and  landscaS  frvel 
This  u?nn  °^TnS  mana«ement  strategies  Included  In  the  RMP. 

This  Is  critical  to  full  evaluation  of  all  RMP  objectives  and 


alternatives.  If  this  Is  not  done  now.  as  part  of  the  RMP  process.  It 
will  never  get  done  -  funds  will  be  diverted  to  other  purposes. 

The  RMP  falls  to  describe  levels  of  biodiversity  -  genetic,  species 
community  and  landscape/  ecosystem  diversity.  We  are  concerned  that 
several  actions  proposed  in  the  management  alternatives  may  seriously 
Impact  biodiversity  of  native  plant  and  animal  species  at  all  of  these 
levels.  Example:  vegetation  treatment  of  Juniper  and  sagebrush, 
construction  of  range  "Improvements",  Vegetation  manipulation  projects 
eliminate  mature  and  old  growth  communities  and  fragment  habitats.  They 
result  in  a  loss  of  connectivity.  Rangeland  Improvements  tn  uplands 
fragment  habitats  for  many  native  wildlife  species,  and  extend  the  zone 
of  livestock  Impact  Into  previously  less  disturbed  areas,  with 
significant  consequences  for  biodiversity  at  all  levels. 

There  Is  no  data  presented  for  biodiversity  at  higher  levels  of 
organization,  such  as  unique  assemblages,  and  for  gradient-related 
diversity  and  variability  across  the  landscape.  The  RMP  offers  no 
assurance  that  areas  of  particular  ecological  uniqueness  or  animal 
spectes  richness  will  be  conserved. 


The  RMP  falls  to  recognize  the  Importance  of  corridors  for  migration  and 
dispersal  of  wildlife.  BLM  must  analyze  both  how  Its  actions  fragment  and 
connect  habitat.  Patchy  or  fragmented  habitat  can  have  a  deleterious 
Impact  on  less  common  or  late  seral-obligate  species  and  result  In  thetr 
population  decline,  or  extirpation. 


Species  present  in  zones  of  disturbance  Including  post-flre  environments 
and  early  serai  stages  are  typically  common  or  weedy  species  (cheatgrass. 
tireweed,  deer  mice)  whose  populations  are  in  no  danger,  or  are  habitat 
generalists  such  as  mule  deer. 


necessary  habitat  for  old  growth  and  late  serai  obligate  species,  as  well 
as  those  which  are  declining  In  numbers,  not  Just  tally  up  the  number  of 
species  that  can  be  crammed  Into  an  area. 

OMD  a  dlrectfd  t0  move  toward  an  ecosystem  approach  to  management.  The 
RMP  does  not  contain  sufficient  Information  to  analyze  effects  by 
'^“rahed.  or  look  at  Impacts  as  they  radiate  out  over  a  large  area  40 
C.F.R.  1508.8  (defining  "effects"  to  Include  Impacts  to  Impacts  on 
functioning  of  affected  ecosystems).  BLM  NEPA  Handbook.  Glossary  p.3.  BLM 
confines  its  analysis  to  the  area  it  manages,  and  falls  to  address 

acros8  0,3  landscape.  As  an  up-dated  planning  document 
that  will  take  BLM  Into  the  21st  centuty,  the  RMP  falls  to  present 
sufficient  data  and  analysis  of  wildlife,  biodiversity  and  special  status 
species  to  enable  future  land  managers  and  the  public  to  consider  and 
analyze  consequences  of  management  actions.  BLM  falls  to  analyze  Impacts 
of  proposed  actions  relating  to  biodiversity  and  wildlife  In  relaUon  to 
management  activities,  habitat  conditions,  or  foreseeable  events  tn 
Immediately  adjacent  areas,  t.e.  -  the  Owyhee  Resource  Area  or  public 
lands  administered  by  Elko  BLM  Just  across  the  state  line. 

The  RMP  contains  virtually  no  Information  on  populations,  habitat 

ai’d  ,habl!3t  c°ndlaons  >n  southeastern  Oregon  for  non-game 
J  rT8t  fia*her  this  Information  because  NEPA  requires  It.  BLM 
kKf  whir1  3  r'a»°ned  cho,ce  am°ng  alternatives  until  It  has  an 
idea  of  what  the  Impacts  of  proposed  actions  might  be  on  native  spectes 
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Costs  of  baseline  studies  on  a  number  of  Important  species  would  not  be 
exorbitant. 

WILDLIFE 

BLM  must  delineate  clear  areas  of  concern  and  specify  actions  it  will 
take.  For  example,  prioritize  allotments,  land  conditions  or  wildlife 
concerns.  Develop  dear  plans  of  action.  Present  this  information  to  the 
public  In  the  RMP.  BLM  must  also  specify  how  and  when  it  will  monitor 
wildlife  species,  biodiversity,  populations,  habitats. 

BLM  has  presented  no  proof  In  the  RMP  that  Juniper  or  sagebrush  density 
in  the  southeastern  Oregon  is  contributing  to  unsatisfactory  wildlife 
habitat  conditions,  yet  the  preferred  alternative  proposes  large-scale 
manipulation  of  these  habitats.  Evidence  contradicts  BLM  assumptions 
here:  Trout  and  Thiessen  (1972)  in  the  most  complete  study  conducted  on 
the  mule  deer  in  the  Owyhee  ecosystem,  specifically  mention  the 
importance  of  sagebrush  and  Juniper  to  wintering  mule  deer,  and  the 
importance  of  dense  shrub  cover  for  fawns.  Peterson  (1995)  presents  much 
evidence  of  the  harmful  Impacts  of  removing  sagebrush,  or  decreasing 
sagebrush  cover,  on  many  wildlife  species,  and  states  :  "the  habitat  with 
the  greater  structural  and  plant  species  diversity  logically  would  tend 
to  support  a  greater  variety  of  wildlife  than  one  less  diverse."  A 
challenge  cost-share  project  between  Boise  BLM  and  Golden  Eagle  Audubon 
Investigated  bird  diversity  in  western  Juniper  woodlands  in  Owyhee 
County:  Bird  species  diversity  and  numbers  are  greatest  in  intact 
communities,  reduced  in  bums,  and  least  In  woodcuts. 

Removing  sagebrush  cover  drastically  Impacts  songbirds:  a  significant 
reduction  In  nesting  pairs  of  Brewer's  sparrows  (Best  1970,  Schroeder 
etal.  1975),  declines  In  Brewer's  and  vesper  sparrows  (Walchek  1970) 
have  been  documented.  Numbers  of  sage  thrashers,  sage  sparrows.  Brewer  s 
sparrows,  loggerhead  shrikes,  brown-headed  cowblrds.  mourning  doves  are 
positively  related  to  sagebrush  cover  (Dobler  1994). 

Species  of  special  concern  in  Oregon  (ODFW,  USFWS.  USFS  and  BLM)  which 
nest  In  shrub-steppe  habitat  and  which  may  be  negatively  impacted  by 
vegetation  projects  Include:  loggerhead  shrike  (former  C2  species] . 
green-tailed  towhee.  Brewer's  sparrow,  sage  sparrow,  gray  flycatcher  and 
sage  grouse. 

Studies  have  shown  sage  grouse  to  be  negatively  impacted  by  sagebrush 
removal,  whether  through  vegetation  treatments  or  wildfire.  Connelly 
et.al.  (1994)  found  a  decline  In  active  leks  in  sage-steppe  habitat  In 
southeast  Idaho  following  prescribed  burning.  Connelly's  study  was 
carefully  designed  to  reveal  impacts  of  prescribed  fire.  BLM  must 
protect  sage  grouse  nesting  and  winter  habitat  and  other  important  upland 
game  habitats  through  fire  suppression  activities.  BLM,  through  the  RMP. 
must  recognize  the  importance  of  unbum ed  woody  plants  to  hundreds  of 
other  native  wildlife  species  and  not  seek  to  bum  these  habitats. 

Loss  of  shrub  cover  is  also  known  to  have  drastic  Impacts  on  native 
reptiles.  Reynolds  (1979)  found  the  greatest  abundance  of  sagebrush 
lizards  in  native,  ungrazed  sagebrush  habitat  in  southern  Idaho,  and 
noted  that  converting  sagebrush  range  to  crested  wheatgrass  reduced 
population  levels  of  both  sagebrush  and  short  homed  lizards.  Werschkul 
(1982),  In  a  study  of  species-habitat  relations  In  a  Malheur  County. 

Oregon  cold  desert  lizard  community,  looked  at  the  abundance  and 


lizard,  common  garter  snake,  western  terrestrial  garter  snake,  gopher 
snake,  racer,  longnose  snake,  western  ground  snake,  night  snake,  striped 
whip  snake,  and  western  rattlesnake. 

BLM  must  Identify  critical  components  of  habitats  for  rare  or  declining 
plant  and  animal  species,  for  unique  assemblages  of  species,  and 
establish  long-term  monitoring.  Immediate  closure  or  restriction  of  OHV 
use  or  grazing  in  areas  found  to  be  impacted  by  these  uses  must  occur. 
Cumulative  impacts  of  these  activities  on  rare  species  must  be  assessed. 
Regardless  of  political  pressures.  BLM  is  legally  mandated  to  protect 
habitat.  Concrete  action  must  be  taken  in  arid,  low  elevation  sites  to 
prevent  irreversible  loss.  Systems,  once  disturbed,  may  be  pushed  over 
thresholds  from  which  they  cannot  recover. 

Our  members  have  seen  a  quantum  level  increase  in  OHV  use  and  resultant 
habitat  destruction  on  BLM  lands  in  the  past  five  years.  A  network  of 
bare,  eroding  trails  emanating  for  many  miles  in  all  directions  from  easy 
access  areas  now  exists  in  many  places.  A  decade  ago.  one  or  two  small 
trails  would  have  been  visible.  Hillsides  and  ash  outcroppings,  some 
critical  habitat  for  rare  plants,  are  defaced  and  disturbed.  Vegetation 
changes  and  erosion  resulting  from  OHV  use  fragment  habitat  for  small 
animals,  leading  to  increased  vulnerability  to  predation,  and  an  Invasion 
of  disturbed  sites  with  exotic  weeds  .  BLM  must  immediately  act  to 
control  OHV  use.  and  protect  resources. 

In  the  preferred  alternative.  BLM  makes  no  commitment  to  ANY  measurable 
standard  of  protection  for  sage  grouse  nesting  and  brood  rearing  areas. 

BLM  must  adopt  a  9"  stubble  height  requirement.  A  9"  standard  is  fully 
Justified  to  prevent  further  serious  population  declines.  Gregg  et.  al. 

(1994)  found  that  nonpredated  nests  of  sage  grouse  had  taller  (>18  cm.) 
residual  grass  cover  than  did  predated  nests  of  sage  grouse  in  Oregon, 
and  concluded  that  removal  of  tall  grass  cover  and  medium  height  shrub 
cover  may  negatively  influence  sage  grouse  production.  DeLong  et.al. 

(1992)  recommend  management  practices  that  increase  cover  and  height  of 
native  grasses  in  sagebrush  communities  to  Increase  sage  grouse 
productivity. 

Water  developments.  Spring  developments,  pipelines,  and  wells:  benefit 
livestock  to  the  detriment  of  native  plant  and  animal  species;  cause 
zones  of  Intense  soil  disturbance  (construction,  livestock  use)  which 
provide  ideal  sites  for  weed  Invasion;  Increase  erosion  In  uplands,  lead 
to  drying  and  desiccation  of  water  sources  which  feed  watering  systems 
and  result  In  lowering  of  water  table  and  shrinking  of  wet  meadow/ spring 
areas/riparian  areas:  act  as  sites  for  disease  transmission  between 
domestic  livestock  and  wildlife;  deplete  limited  public  funds  available 
for  restoration  projects;  serve  as  foci  for  species  which  may  not 
normally  be  abundant  (brown-headed  cowblrds,  starlings),  cause  long-term 
loss  or  destruction  of  mlcrobiotlc  crusts  through  associated  livestock 
trampling  and  trailing,  result  in  a  permanent  increase  In  physical 
disturbance  to  sites  from  human  use  associated  with  roads  stemming  from 
project  construction  or  maintenance;  increase  stress  on  wildlife 
associated  with  Increased  human  disturbance  (maintenance,  use  of  new 
roads),  result  In  increased  mortality /hunting  vulnerability;  detract 
significantly  from  recreational  uses  of  area;  disrupt  ecological 
processes  and  general  ecological  function. 

Native  wildlife  species  do  not  need  water  developments,  which  may  impact 
the  last  refugia  of  native  plant  and  animal  communities  which  have  not 


diversity  of  8  species  of  lizards  in  9  habitat  types.  Werschkul  found 
temporary  streams  In  non-basaltlc  areas  were  most  productive  in  terms  of 
lizard  abundance,  and  sagebrush  areas  were  most  productive  In  terms  of 
number  of  species  present.  Lizards  were  NOT  found  in  grasslands 
(defined  by  Werschkul  as  areas  where  native  grasses  had  largely 
disappeared  due  to  livestock  grazing  or  range  restoration  projects  - 
crested  wheatgrass).  Shrub  cover  and  habitat  structural  diversity  Is 
Important  In  determining  lizard  distribution  and  abundance  patterns. 
(Germane  and  Hungerford  1981).  (Werschkul  1982).  Invasion  of  introduced 
grasses  Impacts  the  habitat  of  native  reptiles  (SL  John  1985).  BLM  must 
hilly  consider  Impacts  on  reptiles  of  any  activities  which  result  In 
conversion  of  woody  cover  to  annual  or  perennial  grasslands. 

Bats:  A  recent  survey  for  bats  found  7  BLM  sensitive  species  In  the 
Owyhee  ecosystem  (Perkins  and  Peterson  1997).  Important  habitat 
components  for  some  species  may  include  forested  stands  or  riparian  zones 
where  tree  age  class  exceeds  125  years.  RMP  must  specify  specific 
management  actions  which  will  be  taken  for  bats,  and  discuss  impacts  of 
proposed  actions  on  these  species. 

Intensive  management  schemes  which  masquerade  as  ways  to  Increase 
diversity  often  harm  declining  native  wildlife  species.  A  false  picture 
of  biodiversity  views  fragmentation  of  late  serai  habitats  and  resultant 
Increase  In  weedy  species  as  Increases  In  biodiversity.  Cramming  as  many 
species  as  possible  into  a  landscape  by  creating  patches  of  weedy 
species,  at  the  expense  of  rarer,  non-weedy  species  is  a  false  view  of 
biodiversity. 

BLM  must  change  its  focus,  and  recognize  the  importance  of  late  serai  or 
potential  natural  community  (pne)  habitats,  l.e,  OLD  GROWTH  to  native 
wildlife  species,  and  not  propose  management  schemes  which  move  lands 
further  away  from  these  conditions,  and  set  communities  back  to  early 
serai  stage.  For  example.  BLM  s  1996  Draft  Owyhee  RMP  openly  admitted 
IV-A-10.  that  "very  little  information  is  available  concerning  the 
impacts  of  Western  Juniper  treatments  on  non-game  wildlife'’,  and  that 
"wildlife  species  diversity  may  Initially  decline". 

Off  Highway  Vehicle  (OHV)  use  has  significant  detrimental  impacts  on 
native  wildlife  species.  It  fragments  habitat,  kills  plants  and  alters 
plant  communities,  causes  erosion,  and  provides  corridors  for  weed 
dispersal.  OHV  use  affects  wildlife  of  arid  regions  through  direct 
mortality,  harassment,  noise,  and  habitat  destruction  (Webb  and  Wilshire 
1983).  and  has  significant  adverse  impacts  on  a  wide  range  of  native 
species.  Bury  et.al.  1977,  Luckenback  and  Bury  (1983).  Bonddlo  and 
Bratstrom  (1979).  Luckenback  (1978).  Weinstein  (1978). 

The  RMP  fails  to  assess  the  impact  of  OHV  use  in  arid,  low  elevation 
sites  which:  1)  are  least  resilient  in  recovering  from  soil  and 
vegetation  disturbance;  2)  contain  essential  habitat  for  a  diverse 
assemblage  of  reptiles  and  migratory  songbirds;  3)  are  located  near 
several  populations  of  rare  plants. 

BLM  must  as  part  of  the  RMP  process,  conduct  a  complete  inventory  of  the 
herpetofauna  and  migratory  songbirds  in  the  salt  desert  shrub  and  Wyoming 
sagebrush  habitats  which  are  being  most  heavily  degraded  by  OHV  use. 
Reptiles  which  may  be  affected  include:  longnose  leopard  lizard,  western 
fence  lizard,  sagebrush  lizard,  shorthomed  lizard,  mojave  black  collared 
lizard,  side-blotched  lizard,  western  whip  tall  lizard,  desert  homed 


been  significantly  Impacted  by  140+  years  of  livestock  grazing.  BLM  must 
not  allow  any  additional  water  developments  to  be  built,  and  must  analyze 
the  systematic  removal  of  water  developments  which  are  currently  causing 
harm  to  native  species  habitats. 

A  study  of  water  developments  on  native  wildlife  species  In  ungrazed  arid 
lands  in  New  Mexico  showed  no  definite  effects  on  native  species  - 
including  benefits  (Burkett  and  Thompson  1994).  If  no  positive  effect  was 
found  in  a  No  Grazing  situation,  how  could  BLM  ever  dream  of  a  positive 
effect  with  grazing? 

Fencing  projects  typically  cut  an  ever  diminishing  pie  of  resources  into 
smaller  and  smaller  pieces,  resulting  In  more  ubiquitous  and  uniform 
degradation  of  native  communities.  Fence  construction  activity  may 
involve  blading  or  cutting  native  vegetation,  and  development  of  new 
roads  and  weed  corridors  along  fence  lines.  Besides  restricting  movement 
of  big  game,  barbed  wire  kills  and  malms  wildlife,  particularly  birds 
such  as  raptors,  sage  grouse,  and  songbirds  which  are  victims  of  wires. 

The  RMP  must  analyze  the  Impacts  of  existing  fences,  before  any  proposal 
for  additional  fences  can  be  made.  Fences  also  Impact  recreational  users 
-  cut  and  maim  people  and  pets,  have  ugly  visual  impacts,  or  cause 
concentrations  of  livestock  use  resulting  from  fence  layout.  BLM  fails 
to  address  long-term  impacts  of  fence  construction  where  livestock  use  Is 
merely  shifted  to  anew  area,  resulting  in  new  degradation  of  all 
habitats. 

Range  improvements  (water  developments  and  fencing  projects)  spread  zones 
of  livestock  disturbance  and  are  common  ploys  used  by  BLM  to  temporarily 
sustain  excessive  numbers  of  livestock  on  stressed  arid  lands.  BLM  has 
built  thousands  of  miles  of  fence  In  the  southeastern  Oregon,  yet  lands 
continue  to  be  degraded.  BLM  has  never  monitored  impacts  of  fencing  -  on 
plant  or  animal  communities-  to  provide  site-specific  data  on  positive  or 
negative  impacts.  Fences  only  serve  to  delay  BLM's  making  hard  management 
decisions.  Unfortunately,  these  delay  tactics  cause  harm  to  native 
wildlife  species  and  plant  communities. 

RMP  must  establish  a  schedule  for  evaluating  Impacts  of  existing  water 
developments,  particularly  those  placed  In  upland  habitats,  on  native 
wildlife  and  plant  species.  If  It  is  found  that  water  developments  are 
Impacting  critical  habitats  for  these  species  in  any  way,  they  should  be 
immediately  removed,  and  the  land  rehabilitated  Likewise  for  fences. 

Only  native  species  should  be  used  in  reseeding.  BLM  must  commit  to 
reseeding  native  shrubs  in  the  winter  immediately  following  any  fire. 

Shrubs  are  of  great  importance  to  almost  all  native  animals.  We  remind 
BLM  here  that  nearly  every  prescribed  bum  and  seeding  which  we  have 
ever  seen  done  has  been  done  purely  In  an  attempt  to  produce  more 
livestock  forage,  and  never  for  the  benefit  of  wildlife.  Both  In  the  past 
and  In  the  present.  BLM  has  purposefully  misled  the  public  here  and  uses 
wildlife  benefits  as  an  excuse  to  Justify  livestock  projects. 

BLM  must  commit  to  a  minimum  of  five  years  post-bum  rest  for  both  wild 
fires  and  prescribed  bums.  After  5  years,  grazing  can  resume  only  if 
specific  criteria  are  meL  Recovery  criteria  must  Include:  recovery  of 
mlcrobiotlc  crusts,  successful  establishment  of  native  shrubs,  sufficient 
vigor  of  native  grasses,  height  of  willows  or  other  woody  vegetation 
necessary  to  withstand  livestock  browsing,  streambank  cover  and 
stability.  Rationale:  Snake  River  Birds  of  Prey  Management  Plan 
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recommends  5  year  period  of  rest  following  seeding.  Eddleman  etal.  1994 
recommend  a  3  to  4  year  period  of  rest  following  fire  In  Juniper 
community  In  poor  or  fair  condition  (92%  of  ORA),  and  then  resumption  of 
grazing  at  light  levels.  Willows  and  other  riparian  vegetation  may  take 
several  years  to  achieve  sufficient  height  to  withstand  grazing.  These 
measures  are  necessary  to  ensure  that  vegetative  resources  recover  to 
levels  sufficient  to  sustain  native  wildlife. 


What  proof  does  BLM  have  that  winter  grazing  will  improve  habitat 
conditions  for  native  wildlife?  BLM  has  recently  begun  to  advocate  winter 
grazing  on  a  number  of  allotments,  without  a  full  analysis  if  its 
impacts.  The  RMP  must  analyze  Impacts  of  Increased  winter  grazing  on 
habitat  for  pronghorn  and  nongamc  species,  including  small  mammals,  and 
nesting  habitat  for  birds. 


Vegetation  treatments  fragment  wildlife  habitats.  Knlck  and  Rotenberry 
(1995)  found  that  fire  In  arid  sage-steppe  habitat  In  southwest  Idaho 
resulted  in  not  only  direct  loss  of  habitat  to  birds  nesting  in  the  bum 
area,  but  also  Impacted  songbirds  nesting  in  adjacent  unbumed  habitat. 
Populations  suffered  Increased  losses  due  to  predation  In  habitat 
fragmented  by  bums  and  other  disturbance. 


Besides  retaining  interconnected  blocks  of  habitat.  BLM  must  develop 
proposals  to  restore  connectivity  to  currently  fragmented  habitats 
Example:  planting  native  shrubs  In  seeding  monocultures.  Vision  is 
necessary  In  a  management  document  which  will  take  the  BLM  Into  the 
ecosystem-based  management  of  the  21st  century. 

Our  review  of  the  SEORMP  leads  us  to  the  Inescapable  conclusion  that  BLM 
has  no  Idea  of  what  wildlife  species  occur  when,  where  and  why  In  the  RMP 
area.  BLM  must  develop  sound,  current  site-specific  baseline  data  as  part 
of  RMP  process,  and  view  wildlife  from  a  modem  perspective. 

BLM  often  discusses  drought  as  a  major  limiting  factor  and  impact  on 
wildlife  species.  Native  plants  and  animals  evolved  with  drought  and  are 
adapted  to  survival  during  drought  conditions.  However,  the  cumulative 
and  immediate  impacts  of  the  stress  of  the  "unnatural"  grazing  of 
domestic  livestock  during  drought  years  on  ecological  processes  and 
functions  are  the  overriding  Issues  here.  The  RMP  must  commit  to 
substantially  limiting/  eliminating  livestock  use  of  lands  In  poor  or 
fair  range  condition  during  drought  years,  as  well  as  reduced  grazing  In 
years  following  drought  to  allow  adequate  recovery  of  vegetation. 

Livestock  use  during  drought  periods,  or  excessive  livestock  use  during 
any  season  or  period  causes  long-term,  permanent  drying  and  shrinking  of 
springs  and  meadow  complexes  vital  for  species  such  as  sage  grouse 
Livestock  trampling  and  devegetation  causes  hummocking.  erosion  drying 
and  erosion  processes  which  result  in  irreparable  harm  to  wet  areas’ 
Shrinking  meadows  and  springs  means  less  food  -succulent  vegetation  and 
insect-producing  forbs  -  for  sage  grouse  broods  is  available.  Grouse  are 
also  Increasingly  vulnerable  to  predation  as  they  are  concentrated  In 
smaller,  less  productive  areas.  The  RMP  must  address  these  issues  and 
commit  to  removal  of  livestock  from  critical  sage  grouse  meadows 
springs,  and  seeps. 


BLM  must  conduct  site-specific  surveys  to  Identify  known  and  historic 
leks.  wintering  areas,  and  critical  brood  rearing  habitats.  BLM  should 
have  developed  this  Information  as  part  of  the  RMP  process.  Until  this  Is 
d™c-  ?Jwa[eaS  ,ndlcatcd  **  sage  grouse  habitat  must  be  considered 
critical  habitat  and  maximum  efforts  made  to  protect  all  potential 
brood  reartag  and  winter  habitat.  Sage  grouse  numbers  have  plummeted 
throughoutthe  West,  and  sage  grouse  may  soon  be  considered  for  listing 
under  the  ESA  BLM  must  act  immediately  to  protect  habitat  critical  to 
sage  grouse 


Overwhelming  evidence  exists  on  the  deleterious  impacts  of  livestock 
grazing  on  1)  ecosystems  (Flelschner  1994):  2)  migratory  songbirds.  (Page 
etal.  1978).  fTaylor  1986)  (Bock  etal.  1993);  3)  lizards  Busack  and 
Bury  (1974).  Vegetation  treatments,  water  developments.  Increased  levels 
of  grazing  and  other  proposed  uses  would  have  Irreversible  impacts  on 
populations  of  native  wildlife  species.  Local  extinctions  and  extirpation 
would  result.  Late  serai  communities  are  vital  to  many  declining  wildlife 
species,  yet  BLM  pushes  vegetation  treatments  that  will  push  communities 
back  to  early  serai  states.  The  RMP  presents  no  scientific  analysis  that 
habitat  manipulation  would  be  beneficial  to  many  wildlife  species, 
particularly  those  dependent  on  old  growth,  late  and  mid  serai 
communities.  As  previously  discussed,  vegetation  treatments  adversely 
Impact  rare,  sensitive  or  declining  wildlife  species. 

FLPMA  instructs  BLM  to  develop  land  use  plans  (RMPs).  In  developing  land 
use  plans.  BLM  must:  1)  “use  and  observe  the  principles  of  multiple  use 
and  sustained  yield...:  ...  5)  consider  present  and  potential  uses  of  the 
public  lands;  6)  consider  the  relative  scarcity  of  the  values  involved 
and  the  availability  of  alternative  means  (Including  recycling)  and  sites 
for  realization  of  those  values;  7)  weigh  long-term  benefits  to  the 
public  against  short-term  benefits.. 43  U.S.C.  1712(c).  PR1A  directs 
BLM  to  recognize  rangeland  values  which  include  "wildlife  habitat, 
recreation"  and  "water  and  soil  conservation  benefits. "43  U.S.C. 

1901  (a)l.  The  land  use  planning  process  can  lead  to  discontinuing  grazing 
use  on  BLM  lands.  43  U.S.C.  1903  (b).  See  Feller  (1994)  for  discussion  of 
this. 

FLPMA  and  PRIA  make  clear  that  BLM  Is  not  required  to  permit  livestock 
grazing  on  all  of  its  lands.  FLPMA's  definition  of  multiple  use 
specifically  Includes  the  use  of  some  land  for  less  than  all  of  the 
resources",  and  PRIA  specifically  refers  to  BLM’s  authority  to 
temporarily  or  permanently  discontinue  grazing  on  selected  lands. 

RMP  must  address  removal  of  livestock  grazing  from  lands  where  grazing  Is 
causing  harm  to  sensitive  or  special  status  species,  or  unique 
assemblages  of  species.  BLM  must  first  identify  critical  habitats,  and 
then  act  to  protect  them. 

BLM  must  acquire  sufficient  Information  on  native  plant  communities  and 
wildlife  in  the  process  of  developing  the  current  RMP  to  enable  It  to 
make  reasoned  management  choices  eliminating  or  reducing  grazing  (or 
other  activities  such  as  OHV  use)  in  areas  where  It  is  in  the  public 
Interest.  BLM  must  gather  firm  baseline  Information  on  native  species, 
develop  management  actions  based  on  habitat  requirements,  and  present 
this  to  the  public  in  a  supplemental  planning  document  with  a  new  range 
of  alternatives.  ^ 

SPECIAL  STATUS  SPECIES 

Our  preceding  comments  on  Wildlife  and  Biodiversity  also  apply  to  special 
status  species.  In  addition.  BLM  must  manage  special  status  species  and 


habitats  to  increase  or  maintain  populations  at  levels  where  their 
existence  Is  no  longer  threatened  and  there  Is  no  need  for  Listing.  This 
objective  Is  simply  BLM  s  legal  mandate.  Actions  proposed  In  the  RMP 
openly  fall  short  of  this  goal  and  are  unacceptable.  BLM  must  evaluate 
thoroughly  the  Impact  of  grazing.  OHV  use.  vegetation  treatments,  etc.  on 
rare,  declining,  sensitive  and  threatened  species,  and  propose  management 
changes  which  will  stop  habitat  loss  and  serve  to  increase  populations  of 
these  species. 

BLM  must  act  to  enhance  and  restore  habitats  for  populations  of  rare 
species.  We  are  not  aware  of  any  special  status  plant  or  animal  species 
whose  numbers  have  not  declined  significantly  due  to  grazing.  OHV  use. 
mining,  o  other  extractive  uses.  BLM  can  not  simply  accept  the 
diminished  population  status/habitat  condition  as  acceptable. 

There  are  a  large  number  of  wildlife  species  currently  considered 
sensitive  species  or  species  of  special  concern  In  southeastern  Oregon. 
Indicating  both  the  wide  range  of  habitats  present  as  well  as  the 
seriously  degraded  condition  of  public  lands. 

Other  species  with  declining  populations  may  soon  be  recognized  as 
special  status  species.  Sage  grouse  numbers  have  plummeted,  and  as 
previously  discussed.  Listing  under  the  ESA  may  soon  be  proposed.  Many 
migratory  birds,  reptiles  and  small  mammal  species  dependent  on 
sage-steppe  and  juniper  forest  ecosystems  will  likely  be  recognized  as 
special  status  species  In  the  near  future,  and  may  also  be  petitioned  for 
Listing  under  the  ESA  —  either  collectively  an  assemblage  of  declining 
sagebrush-obligate  species,  or  Individually. 

Special  status  species  often  have  populations  which  arc  low  In  numbers, 
limited  in  distribution,  or  have  suffered  significant  habitat  loss. 

Little  is  known  about  most  of  these  species.  Without  a  thorough 
on-the-ground  Inventory.  BLM  cannot  even  prepare  an  adequate  list  of 
sensitive  and  special  status  species  for  the  ORA  For  example,  the  fauna 
of  the  Owyhee  ecosystem  has  been  poorly  studied  -  BLM  in  the  past  has 
failed  In  its  responsibility  to  assess,  monitor,  and  take  care  of  habitat 
lor  and  populations  of  special  status  species  in  the  past  As  a  result, 
the  RMP  contains  no  baseline  or  current  Information  on  most  special 
status  animal  species,  and  no  effort  appears  to  have  been  made  to  collect 
thte  information  as  part  of  the  RMP  process,  as  required  under  40  C.F.R. 


Consequently.  BLM  must  obtain  Information  as  part  of  the  RMP  process,  and 
issue  a  supplemental  document  with  a  new  range  of  alternatives  for  public 
review  prior  to  publication  of  the  final  RMP.  If  this  is  not  done  as  part 
of  the  RMP  process,  it  will  never  get  done,  and  funds  will  be  diverted 
for  other  purposes.  The  bottom  fine  Is  that  BLM  has  been  ignoring,  or 
managing  blindly,  for  special  status  animal  species  in  the  past,  and  the 
RMP  continues  the  same  path  In  the  future. 

BLM  has  made  a  better  effort  to  obtain  significant  Information  on  special 
status  plant  species  in  southeastern  Oregon,  has  identified  critical 
habitats  for  some  species,  and  has  eliminated  livestock  grazing  from 
some  critical  habitats  (Leslie  Gulch  ACEC).  We  applaud  this  effort  and 
urge  the  BLM  to  expand  1L 

BLM  must  commit  to  monitoring  of  ALL  special  status  species,  not  Just 
snowy  or  glamorous  ones.  BLM  can  not  manage  only  highly  visible  species. 


or  those  such  as  plants  where  it  is  easier  to  obtain  data  (plants  aren't 
mobile,  and  are  easier  to  study)  BLM  must  commit  to  monitoring  of  key 
populations/  habitats.  BLM  is  mandated  to  be  concerned  about  and  assess 
Impacts  to  loggerhead  shrikes  or  pygmy  rabbits  equally  to  bighorn  sheep 

We  will  use  BLM  s  lack  of  data  on  and  attention  to  pygmy  rabbits  to 
Illustrate  BLM  s  ignoring  of  non-charismatlc  special  status  species. 

Pygmy  rabbits  are  known  to  be  declining  throughout  their  range,  and  may 
soon  be  listed  under  the  ESA.  Pygmy  rabbits  select  sites  with  28-46% 
cover  (Washington  Department  of  Wildlife  1993).  Pygmy  rabbits  must  have 
dense  sagebrush  cover  to  live.  It  has  been  known  for  some  time  that 
control  or  eradication  of  tall  dense  sagebrush  Is  detrimental  (Green 

S'**"  l880b'  Campbell  1982.  Weiss  1984,  Lyman  1991,  Peterson 
19951.  Sagebrush  of  this  density  Is  precisely  the  sagebrush  habitat  type 
which  BLM  has  selected  for  vegetation  treatment  In  the  past,  and  will 
select  for  vegetation  treatment  tn  the  future.  Alternatives  propose 
treatment  of  large  acreages  of  sagebrush.  Without  full  and  complete  data 
on  distribution,  occurrence,  and  population  status  of  pygmy  rabbits  In 
southeastern  Oregon.  BLM  cannot  analyze  impacts  of  actions  such  as 
grazing  levels,  vegetation  treatments  or  construction  of  range 
improvements  proposed  under  any  alternative. 

To  assess  impacts  of  vegetation  treatment,  range  improvements.  OHV  use. 
levels  of  livestock  grazing  or  changes  in  season  of  use.  BLM  must  acquire 
and  analyze  data  on  all  special  status  species. 

proP°se  a  grouse/pygmy  rabbit  ACEC.  or  a  collared 
lizard  ACEC?  Where  in  southeastern  Oregon  could  mountain  quail  or  kit 
ioxes  be  reintroduced?  If  no  sites  are  currently  suitable,  what  can  BLM 
do  (changes  in  grazing  practices,  road  access.  OHV  use.  etc.)  to  restore 
suitable  habitat? 


9PECIAI.  STATUS  PLANTS 


BLM  has  compiled  better  data  on  special  status  plants.  However,  the 
analysis  in  the  RMP  contains  several  deficiencies.  BLM  must  clearly 
Identify  causes  of  low  numbers  of  plants,  and  specify  activities 
currently  threatening  or  Impacting  these  species.  A  thorough  analysis  of 
management  activities  which  could  Improve  habitat  conditions  must  be 
Included.  Clearly  Identify  cause  of  low  numbers,  and  detail  necessary 
management  changes  to  solve  problems.  Is  a  plant  rare  because  it  grows 
only  on  a  limited  soil  type,  or  Is  it  rare  because  It  is  highly  palatable 
to  livestock,  or  susceptible  to  trampling?  Is  mining  destroying  habitat? 
How  can  management  be  changed  to  enhance  habitat?  BLM  must  identity 
special  habitats  where  unique  assemblages  of  species  may  occur,  and 
undertake  management  necessary  to  protect  these  sites. 


_ _ ,  ,  .  .  “““  nduudi  iypes  must  oe 

included  in  the  RMP.  Since  BLM  has  some  knowledge  of  plants,  any 
inventory  and  monitoring  data  on  distribution,  size  and  trends  must  be 

RMP  Afe  P°PulatJor'  sizes  Increasing  or  decreasing?  Why? 
mlr  planT,?1’1  ml"lng  ac0v,ttM  from  negatively  impacting  volcanic 


special  status  species,  but  the  public  should  be  provided  with  maps  or 
approximate  Township.  Range.  Section  which  at  least  Identify  general 
locations,  so  that  future  actions  proposed  under  the  RMP  can  be  evaluated 
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with  this  knowledge  In  hand. 

Even  coarse,  general  maps  may  be  a  basis  for  assessing  critical  habitats 
which  necessitate  special  management  protection  from  an  ecosystem 
perspective. 
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LIVESTOCK  GRAZING 

"Destocking  Is  the  quickest,  surest  and  most  viable  way  to  reduce  current 
deterioration  trends  wherever  they  are  occurring";  "Ecological  forces 
exist  which  ensure  that  the  tendency  for  continued  degradation  of 
rangeland,  regardless  of  grazing  system,  unless  a  planned,  general 
destocking  strategy  is  applied."  (Pieper  and  Heitschmidt  1988). 

Reduction  In  stocking  rates  must  be  the  first  choice  in  obtaining 
resource  objectives  such  as  Improved  ecological  site  conditions, 
attaining  the  fundamentals  of  rangeland  health,  Improving  riparian 
condition,  meeting  state  water  quality  objectives,  etc. 

Adjustments  in  livestock  grazing  management  accompanying  reduction  in 
numbers  should  be  made  as  follows  in  all  allotments,  and  analyzed  in  a 
full  range  of  alternatives  : 

•  The  goal  of  livestock  management  must  be  achieve  proper  functioning 
condition  and  good  or  better  ecological  status  on  all  perennial  and 
Intermittent  streams. 

•  Eliminate  livestock  grazing  by  July  15th.  or  earlier  if  necessary,  in 
all  pastures  with  riparian/ wetland  areas  to  meet  resource  objectives, 
regardless  of  the  size  of  the  riparian /wetland  area. 
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•  Streambank  trampling  damage  occurring  in  the  current  year  on  any 
perennial  or  intermittent  stream  should  not  exceed  5%  of  the  linear 
length  of  the  streambanks. 

•  A  streambank  stability  standard  of  80-90%  stable  banks  must  be 
established. 

•  Establish  a  6"  stubble  height  standard  for  riparian  area  herbaceous 
vegetation. 

•  Establish  a  6"  stubble  height  standard  for  herbaceous  vegetation  at 
all  upland  springs,  seeps  and  wet  meadows. 

•  End  of  growing  season  and  overwinter  herbaceous  stubble  of  6"  will  be 
left  on  all  streamside  riparian  areas  to  provide  for  streambank  and 
channel  stability,  improved  vegetation  composition  and  structure,  and 
hydrologic  function. 

•  Allow  a  maximum  of  10%  annual  utilization  of  woody  riparian 
vegetation. 

•  Eliminate  grazing  in  riparian /wetland  areas  after  the  growing  season. 

•  Remove  livestock  from  all  non-functional  and  functlonal-at-rlsk 
streams  until  streams  are  in  proper  functioning  condition. 

•  Determine  which  streams  in  allotment  are  water  quality  limited.  Bring 
all  streams  into  compliance  with  state  and  federal  regulations. 

•  Allow  a  maximum  30%  annual  forage  utilization  of  key  forage  species. 

•  Physiological  needs  of  native  shrubs,  bunchgrasses  and  forbs  must  be 
fully  considered  when  determining  seasons  of  use  and  stocking  levels 

•  No  use  can  be  allowed  on  bluebunch  wheatgrass  during  critical  growth 
phases  (Anderson  1992).  see  also  BLM  Challis  Draft  RMP  (1996). 

•  Livestock  grazing  should  be  adjusted  to  avoid  grazing  during  critical 
periods  in  growth  cycle  for 

all  native  bunchgrass  species. 

•  Do  not  allow  range  improvements  that  would  Increase  livestock  grazing 
of  existing  potential  natural  condition  areas,  or  areas  presently  in  fair 
or  good  condition. 

•  Livestock  use  should  not  be  shifted  to  other  areas  to  achieve  goads  in 
particular  sites 

•  Restoration  of  healthy  cryptogamic  crusts  In  upland  areas  must  be  an 
important  goal.  Crusts  mu9t  be  monitored,  and  actions  taken  to  Improve 
them. 

•  Land  treatments  and  range  improvements  to  maintain  or  increase 
livestock  forage  should  not  be  allowed.  As  present  improvements 
deteriorate,  they  should  be  phased  out. 

•  Stocking  rate  and  grazing  system  should  be  reviewed  every  five  years 
and  may  be  adjusted  to  protect  the  full  spectrum  of  environmental, 
ecological,  cultural,  and  recreation  values. 

•  Livestock  grazing  schedules  must  Include  periods  of  rest  during  times 
of  critical  plant  growth  and  regrowth. 

•  Grazing  use  must  be  adjusted  before  the  next  growing  season  where  it 
is  visually  obvious,  or  where  monitoring  data  or  professional  Judgment 
reveal  that  key  resources  or  watershed  functional  requirements  are  not 
being  met  because  of  livestock  overuse. 

•  Terms  and  conditions  of  all  grazing  permits  must  Include  stocking 
rate,  season -of-use.  kind  of  livestock,  deferment,  rest,  or  other 
strategies  that  maintain  good/excellent  and  Improve  poor/satisfactory 
vegetation  communities  and  ecosystem  function  to  achieve  resource 
objectives.  Livestock  permittees  should  be  held  accountable  for  failures 
to  meet  objectives.  Failure  to  comply  and  meet  objectives  shall  result  in 
a  reduction  of  use  In  the  next  grazing  season.  3  years  of  failure  should 
result  in  permit  termination. 

•  Stocking  rates  should  be  adjusted  to  allow  a  maximum  of  25-30% 
utilization  of  key  forage  species. 
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•  No  ephemeral  (Temporary  Non  Renewable)  livestock  crazing  should  be 
allowed. 

•  A  suitability  analysis  should  be  Included.  Exclude  livestock  grazing 
on  all  areas  determined  to  be  unsuitable.  Suitability  should  evaluate 
such  things  as  slope,  distance  from  water,  and  site  productivity,  as  well 
as  harm  to  declining  or  special  status  plant  and  animal  species  resulting 
from  grazing. 

•  Seedlngs  should  be  done  only  to  restore  native  plant  communities,  and 
should  use  only  native  plant  species. 

•  Livestock  management  facilities,  including  salting  sites,  should  be 
located  in  already  degraded  or  disturbed  sites.  We  have  too  often 
encountered  native  communities  In  the  best  condition  be  quickly  degraded 
by  establishment  of  salt  licks. 

•  Manage  for  late  serai  and  potential  natural  community  throughout  the 
RMP  area. 

•  Habitat  needs  of  populations  of  Special  Status  Species  and  other 
wildlife  species  must  be  adequately  met  on  all  allotments. 

•  A  minimum  of  9"  of  residual  cover  must  be  left  on  sage  grouse  nesting 
areas. 

•  Adequate  monitoring  to  fully  track  upland  and  riparian  condition  must 
be  instituted. 

•  Critical  habitats  for  rare,  declining,  sensitive  and  T  &E  species  must 
be  delineated.  Removal  or  reduction  of  livestock  grazing  necessary  to 
sustain  or  enhance  all  such  habitats  must  be  fully  assessed. 

•  Grazing  privileges  that  are  lost,  retired,  relinquished,  canceled,  or 

have  base  property  sold  for  subdivision  would  have  attached  AUMs  held  for 
watershed  protection  and  wildlife  habitat 

•  BLM  will  retain  sole  ownership  of  al  permanent  range  Improvements. 
Where  necessary.  BLM  will  acquire  sole  title  and  ownership  of  existing 
range  Improvements. 

•  BLM  must  not  permit  the  drilling  of  any  new  wells. 

•  Watershed  analyses  should  be  completed  within  5  years  for  all 
watersheds  in  the  RMP  area. 

The  above  conditions  and  scenarios  must  be  analyzed  under  all 
alternatives  in  the  RMP.  BLM  must  develop  a  new  alternative  which  fully 
analyzes  the  incorporation  of  these  conditions  as  the  basis  for 
management  on  BLM  lands  In  southeast  Oregon. 
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FIRE 

BLM  Must  Collect  Current  Information  on  SEORMP  Lands. 

BLM  must  conduct  a  site-specific  analysis  of  current  condition  of 
vegetative  communities  on  all  public  lands  in  the  SEORMP  area.  BLM  must 
determine  which  lands  are  vulnerable  to  cheatgrass  invasion  following  any 
fire  -  prescribed  or  natural.  This  information  must  bepresented  in  detail 
to  the  public.  This  Is  necessary  to  prevent  permanent  and  irreparable 


harm  to  native  ecosystems  as  a  consequence  of  prescribed  fire.  The 
following  comments  and  recommendations  must  be  incorporated  In  any 
prescribed  bum  scenarios. and  a  full  assessment  must  be  made  in  the  RMP. 

The  assessment  should  Include  current  Information  on  : 


BLM  must  provide  clear  sclence-bascd  rationales  for  use  of  this 
terminology,  and  must  clearly  define  "health”,  "productivity", 
"catastrophic",  "restoration",  etc.  These  terms  must  be  explained  on  both 
site-specific  and  ecosystem  levels. 


-  Presence  of  cryptogamic  crusts 

-  %  cheatgrass  present 

-  %  other  exotic  species  present 

-  Condition  of  lands  -  poor.  fair.  good,  excellent,  pne 

Determine  whether  previous  fires  which  have  occurred  on  similar 
sites  have  resulted  In  Increases  or  Invasion  by  cheatgrass.  medusahead 
other  exotic  species? 

-  Critical  wildlife  habitats,  occurrence  of  special  status  species 
etc.  should  be  overlaid  on  the  above  Information. 


Maps  depicting  this  Information  should  accompany  the  analysis.  This  shou 
basis'  °n  3  Watershed  basis'  as  well  as  on  an  aliotment-by-allotment 


BLM  Must  Demonstrate  Need. 

BLM  must  present  a  scientific  basis  for  the  need  to  bum  public  lands. 

BLM  must  demonstrate  that  fire  will  maintain  health,  vigor,  productivity 
of  vegetation  and  wildlife.  3 

In  reality,  the  use  of  prescribed"  fire  to  prevent  catastrophic"  fire 
may  have  Just  the  opposite  effect  Fire  results  In  increases  in 
cheatgrass  which,  due  to  the  continuity  of  fine  fuels,  causes  any 
subsequent  fire  to  bum  more  rapidly  and  spread  faster.  The  end  result  of 
using  prescribed  fire  in  arid  lands  to  prevent  "catastrophic"  fire 
actually  results  In  Increased  probability  of  catastrophic  fire.  (See 
discussion  of  cheatgrass  impacts  below). 


The  above  is  necessary  to  adequately  analyze  direct.  Indirect,  and 
cumulative  impacts  on  public  lands.  It  is  also  necessary  to  adequately 
characterize  the  environmental  context  In  which  any  actions  would  occ 


The  bottom  line  Is  that  cheatgrass  has  changed  the  naturalness  of  fire  in 
southeastern  Oregon  BLM  lands.  BLM  must  fully  address  this  fact  In  any 
discussion  of  need,  goals,  objectives  or  alternatives. 


An  assessment  of  habitat  fragmentation  and  habitat  connectivity  for 
wildlife  species  on  these  lands  should  also  be  done  and  also  presented  in 
map  form. 


All  lands  which  arc  vulnerable/susceptible  to  cheatgrass  should  be 

Cn1f  S  i“neS  °f  primary  flre  suppression  -  where  all  wtld  fires 
will  be  achvely  suppressed.  There  should  be  no  prescribed  bums 

vuI/nerable,ar«as.  An  assessment  of  vulnerability  should  be 
made,  based  on  bare  soil,  condition  of  vegetation,  etc. 

BLM  must  also  carefully  Inventory  all  lands  which  have  been  burned  dui 
H"Lpi!*  y^rS’  °r  converted  “  cr“«d  wheatgrass  during  this  same 
r^mThCu  ' “bU°  must  10111  how  many  acra  of  exotic  seedlngs.  or  serai 

or  afinual  monocultures  currently  exist.  This  should  also  I 
presented  In  map  form.  It  should  be  presented  tn  a  watershed,  and 
allotment-by-allotment  basis. 


No  prescribed  burns  should  be  conducted  on  lands  in  poor  or  fair 
condition,  or  in  any  areas  vulnerable  to  Invasion  by  exotic  species 


BLM  Must  Analyze  A  Full  Range  of  Alternatives. 

Alternatives  to  prescribed  fire  which  must  be  analyzed  include,  but  are 
not  necessarily  limited  to: 

•  Reductions  In  livestock  numbers  to  improve  the  health  and  vigor  of 
native  plant  communities,  increase  diversity  and  productivity,  increase 
their  resiliency  to  fire,  and  decrease  cheatgrass  -  thus  reducing  fuel 
loads  which  contribute  to  rapid  spread  of  fire /catastrophic  flre. 

•  Cessation  of  livestock  grazing  in  areas  determined  through  a 
-UA^Ulty  ^na!>r9,s  to  1)6  unhealthy,  less  diverse  and  unproductive,  and 

with  heavy  fuel  loads  or  degraded  conditions  resulting  from  livestock 
grazing  Impacts. 

•  Changes  In  grazing  methods,  changes  in  seasons  of  use.  long  periods  of 
complete  rest.  etc.  to  improve  health  and  vigor  of  native  plant 
communities,  increase  diversity  and  productivity,  increase  resiliency 
following  fire,  and  decrease  cheatgrass. 


BLM  Health  Jargon  Is  Deceptive. 

The  public  has  caught  on  to  the  play  on  emotionalism  and  fear  being  ua 
by  Agencies  In  promoting  "health"  schemes  such  a9  prescribed  burns  wl 
wou  d  save  us  from  "catastrophic"  fire,  and  lead  us  to  a  self-serving 
desired  future  condition".  45 

Many  Agency  forest  health"  proposals  are  now  understood  to  be  simply 
same  old  extractive  proposals  dressed  up  In  different  words.  Only  the 
1138  changed.  It  is  the  same  with  "rangeland  health  proposals" 
BLM  may  be  using  "prescribed  fire"  and  "health"  and  "restoration"  as 

bltSr^rojects31141^  BLM  "bUm  shrubs  to  ,ct  the  COW5  get  at  the  grass 


•  Use  of  mechanical  means  to  achieve  stated  objectives.  Selective  cutting 
of  trees  is  one  such  example.  ^ 


-  ..7.1 - b  uccij  iccoiorazea  dv 

sagebrush  should  be  left  alone.  Hie  structure  of  woody  shrubs  in  crested 
Prov,des  3°™'  degra  of  suitable  habitat  for 
native  wildlife.  Migratory  songbirds  such  as  Brewer  s  sparrow  vesper 
sparrow,  and  sage  sparrow  will  nest  In  old  seedlngs  which  have  a 
significant  sagebrush  component  Biodiversity  Is  greatly  Increased  by 


nre  funds  can  legitimately  be  spent  on  the  above  alternatives 
these  proposals  would  Increase  health,  diversity  etc  as  well 
decreasing  risk  of  catastrophic  flre 


as 
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Additionally.  BLM  must  consider  using  fire  funds  to  buy  out  permittees 
whose  degraded  lands  arc  most  "at  risk",  most  unhealthy,  most  unsuitable 
for  grazing. 

BLM  Must  Assess  Impact  of  Each  Alternative  on  Each  Vegetation  Community. 

For  each  vegetation  community  type  under  each  alternative,  BLM  must 
adequately  analyze  and  assess  impacts  of  prescribed  fire  on: 

-  Cryptogamlc  crusts 

-  Nutrient  cycling/nutrient  loss 

-  Soil  stabllity/eroslon 

-  Rare,  declining  or  special  status  species  and  their  habitats 

-  Native  bunchgrasses  and  forbs 

-  Watersheds 

-  Cost  and  feasibility  of  restoration  of  native  communities  if  project 
goes  awry. 

The  above  actions  are  necessary  to:  Adequately  characterize  the  existing 
or  affected  environment:  and  to  assess  fire  consequences. 

BLM  must  also  assess  capability  of  watershed  to  handle  increased  erosion, 
sedimentation,  runoff  resulting  from  site  disturbance  such  as  fire. 

Site  Restoration  Must  Be  Clearly  Specified. 

A  detailed  discussion  of  site  restoration  techniques  which  will  be 
carefully  followed  after  any  proposed  fire,  or  other  purposeful 
disturbance  of  vegetation,  must  be  Included. 

•  Restoration  must  Include  specified  periods  of  rest  from  grazing.  Five 
years  is  a  minimum  period  that  should  be  considered. 

•  Specific  site  recovery  standards  must  be  established  pre-bum.  These 
standards  must  be  met  before  any  grazing  can  occur.  After  a  five  year 
period  of  rest,  herbaceous  native  species  must  be  equivalent  to  those  in 
a  "good"  or  better  range  site  description.  Cryptogamlc  crusts  must  be 
present  In  interspaces.  Significant  numbers  of  woody  shrubs  must  be 
present,  and  visually  obvious.  These  standards  must  be  met  in  areas 
burned;  unburned  islands  cannot  be  included  In  this  recovery  assessment. 

These  standards  must  be  met  before  any  grazing  can  resume.  This  Is 
necessary  for  the  health  of  the  plant  communities. 

•  Any  seeding  that  would  occur  following  a  prescribed  bum  must 
consist  of  only  native  species,  and  must  include  native  shrub  seeds, 
particularly  sagebrush. 

•  BLM  must  carefully  analyze  and  document  pre-bum  site  conditions. 

BLM  must  rest  all  proposed  bums  for  2  to  3  years  prior  to  burning  to 
enhance  vigor  (and  ultimate  resiliency  of  native  species). 

•  BLM  must  make  a  commitment  to  twenty  years  of  monitoring  to  fully 
assess  impacts  and  site  recovery.  Past  BLM  controlled  bums/prescrlbed 
fires  have  never  been  adequately  monitored.  Thus,  site-specific 
Information  on  long-term  fire  impacts  is  lacking. 

•  If  native  shrub  recovery  does  not  occur  within  five  years,  shrubs  and 

other  woody  species  must  be  planted  using  the  most  effective  techniques  available. 


•  Large  exclosures  must  be  constructed  to  enable  assessment  of  site 
recovery.  Fire /prescribed  bum  funds  must  be  used  for  this. This  is 
necessary  to  acquire  site-specific  information  on  the  Impacts  of 
livestock  grazing  on  site  recovery  following  fire. 

BLM  must  post  a  “Bum  Bond".  A  portion  of  money  allocated  for  prescribed 
fire  must  be  set  aside  at  the  time  of  the  bum  for  future  site 
restoration.  Given  the  difficulty  of  site  restoration  In  arid  lands,  this 
should  be  a  minimum  of  75%  of  total  project  funds.  If  not  needed,  this 
money  can  then  be  used  to  aid  In  restoration  of  lands  invaded  by 
cheatgrass  (and  thus  help  prevent  "catastrophic"  fire),  or  to  increase 
biodiversity  of  crested  wheatgrass  seedings  by  Inter  seeding  with  woody 
shrubs. 

BLM  Must  Provide  Economic  Analysis. 

BLM  must  provide  a  detailed  economic  analysis  for  all  actions  under  each 
alternative.  This  analysis  must  Include  real  figures  for  the  values  of 
recreational  activities,  wildlife,  etc.  on  public  lands  affected  by 
prescribed  bums. 

BLM  Must  Analyze  Worst  Case  Scenarios. 

It  is  our  experience  with  BLM  bums  that  things  very  often  go  awry,  and 
far  more  acreage  than  Is  planned  to  bum  ends  up  burning.  BLM  must  assess 
condition  and  resource  values  of  lands  surrounding  proposed  bum  areas. 
Predicted  restoration  costs  of  bum  "accidents"  must  be  assessed.  Impacts 
on  wildlife  must  be  considered.  Restoration  costs  for  sites  accidentally 
burned  or  disturbed  -  including  any  fire  breaks,  fire  lines  or  any  other 
ground  disturbance  must  be  fully  considered. 

BLM  Must  Disclose  Impacts  of  Ground -Disturbance. 

Fire  breaks,  fire  lines,  access  trails  or  other  disturbances  caused  by 
fire-fighting  equipment  or  site  preparation  are  seldom  adequately 
rehabilitated,  and  serve  as  long-term  erosion  scars  and  visual  blights  on 
the  landscape.  They  often  become  used  as  roads,  or  are  weed  corridors. 

BLM  must  address  these  issues  under  each  alternative. 

BLM  Must  Describe  Impacts  to  Visual  and  Aesthetic  Environment. 

Bums  of  woody  vegetation  often  leave  long-lasting  ugly  visual  scars  that 
affect  the  public's  uses  of  wild  lands.  Cheatgrass  invasion  may 
permanently  affect  use  and  enjoyment  of  public  land.  BLM  must  analyze 
these  impacts. 

How  Cheatgrass  Makes  Today's  Fires  Have  Unnatural  Consequences. 

Cheatgrass  fundamentally  changes  both  the  response  of  native  communities 
to  fire  (pattern  of  vegetatlonal  succession  following  fire)  and  the 
'naturalness  of  the  fire  cycle.  (Whisenant  1990.  Peters  and  Bunting 
1994).  Following  disturbance  such  as  fire  or  Intense  trampling  and 
grazing  activity,  cheatgrass  carpets  the  ground  surface,  effectively 
excludes  native  seedlings  and  aggressively  competes  with  established 
perennials.  See  Pykc  and  Novak  (1994)  for  discussion  of  aggressive  life 
history  strategy  of  cheatgrass. 

Cheatgrass  provides  abundant  fine  fuel  for  the  start  and  spread  of 


extensive  range  fires  (Whisenant  1990,  Billings  (1994).  Cheatgrass 
changes  the  fire  regime  from  that  of  pre-settlement  native  communities. 

It  creates  a  more  continuous  fuel  that  carries  fire  to  widely  spaced 
shrubs.  Fires  occur  more  frequently  and  bum  over  larger  areas. 

(Whisenant  1990).  The  inevitable  Increase  in  cheatgrass  following  a  bum 
in  any  community  where  cheatgrass  and  other  flammable  annuals  are  already 
present  pre-bum  would  INCREASE  the  chance  of  widespread  or  catastrophic 
fire  occurring  in  the  future.  Abundant  seed  production  from  cheatgrass 
in  a  post  bum  environment  would  lead  to  increased  infiltration  into 
surrounding  unbumed  areas. 

Cheatgrass.  spread  by  fire,  particularly  on  degraded  lands,  is  often  the 
first  In  a  wave  of  exotics.  Increasing  cheatgrass  paves  the  way  for  white 
top.  knapweed  species,  and  other  aggressive  noxious  weeds. 

The  following  quotations  succinctly  describe  the  relation  between  fire 
and  cheatgrass.  and  demonstrate  the  validity  of  our  concerns: 

Cheatgrass  has  Invaded  and  disrupted  many  plant  communities  throughout 
the  Intermountain  and  Columbia  Basin  region.  The  presence  of  cheatgrass 
has  resulted  in  the  loss  of  plant  diversity  and  associated  resource 
values.  The  conversion  of  native  communities  to  annual  grasslands  has 
occurred  over  an  extended  period,  having  a  cumulative  effect  on  existing 
resources.  Many  sites  Initially  occupied  by  scattered  cheatgrass  plants 
have  been  converted  to  nearly  pure  stands  of  annual  grass.  The  stands 
have  been  converted  to  annual  grass  by  the  Intense  competition  of 
cheatgrass  and  the  sequence  of  fires."  Monsen  ( 1994). 

“Cheatgrass  continues  to  expand  its  area  of  occupation  and  dominance.  The 
plant  now  exists  amid  salt  desert  shrublands  and  upper  ptnyon-juniper 
communities.  Significant  increases  have  been  reported  within  the  past  20 
to  40  years.  The  competitive  features  of  this  weedy  annual  prevents 
natural  recovery  of  native  species  and  requires  extensive  control 
measures  to  assure  other  species  become  established  ..."  Monsen  (1994). 

Billings  (1994)  states  that,  primarily  because  of  the  presence  of 
cheatgrass:  "there  could  be  a  genuine  threat  to  the  existence  of  large 
integrated  ecosystems  that  have  existed  since  the  Pleistocene  In  the 
relatively  arid  lands  between  the  Rocky  Mountains  and  the  Sierra  Nevada." 

Native  shrubsteppe  communities  in  the  Snake  River  Plains  have  already 
been  irrevocably  changed  by  alien  plant  invasion  coupled  with  increased 
fire  frequencies  (Whisenant  1990.  Knick  and  Rotenberry  1995).  The  role  of 
fire  in  this  ecosystem  has  changed  from  the  historical  one  where  fire 
served  to  maintain  mosaics  of  differing  successional  stages  of  plant 
communities  to  one  of  creating  dysfunctional  systems  with  excessively 
short  fire  return  intervals.  Once  disturbed,  semlarid  shrubsteppe 
habitats  may  become  sinks  from  which  natural  recovery  is  unlikely. 

(Dobkin  1994.  Knick  and  Rotenberry  1995).  Fire  pushes  degraded 
communities  over  thresholds  from  which  they  do  not  recover. 

Health,  Diversity  and  Productivity  of  Native  Communities. 

Cheatgrass  invasion,  altered  fire  regime  and  ultimate  loss  of 
shrub-steppe  habitat  has  serious  long-term  consequences  for 
shrub-obligate  species.  Knick  and  Rotenberry  (1995)  state:  "because  of 
restoration  difficulties,  the  disturbance  of  semlarid  shrubsteppe  may- 
cause  Irreversible  loss  of  habitat  and  significant  long-term  consequences 


for  the  conservation  of  shrub-obligate  birds".  Loss  of  shrub  habitat  has 
the  same  consequences  for  reptiles.  BLM  must  fully  consider  the 
staggering  loss  of  biodiversity  which  occurs  when  fire  sets  the  stage  for 
conversion  of  sites  to  annual  grasslands. 

Mature  perennial  sagebrush  reduces  cheatgrass  survival  more  than  crested 
wheatgrass  or  biuebunch  wheatgrass  (Pyke  and  Novak  1994).  Bel  sky  (1996) 
describes  the  deleterious  impacts  of  fire  on  Juniper  communities.  For 
example,  nitrogen  loss  In  fire  depletes  the  ecosystems  nitrogen  reserves, 
and  reduces  its  future  productivity. 

Removal  of  sagebrush.  Juniper  and  other  woody  vegetation  through  the  use 
of  fire  Is  the  worst  management  strategy  that  could  be  employed  by  BLM. 
Peterson  (1995)  details  the  benefits  of  sagebrush  to  native  wildlife,  and 
the  Inherent  diversity  and  productivity  of  sagebrush  communities. 

Mack  and  Thompson  (1982)  describe  the  impacts  of  livestock  grazing  on 
degrading  arid  western  communities  and  opening  them  for  exotic  invasion. 
Flelschner  (1994)  discusses  the  plethora  of  negative  Impacts  that 
livestock  grazing  has  had  on  upland  and  riparian  communities 

During  our  visits  to  the  public  lands  in  the  SEORMP  area  during  the  past 
several  years,  we  have  observed  that: 

•  Cheatgrass.  and  Increasingly— medusahead—  are  ubiquitous  in 
disturbed  sites 

*  Uplands  continue  to  be  extensively  degraded  by  trampling  and  grazing 
activity  of  domestic  livestock 

•  Riparian  conditions  continue  to  be  bad  and  streams  can  not  handle 
further  disturbance  in  their  watersheds 

*  Noxious  weeds  are  Increasing  dramatically  In  the  wake  of  livestock 
grazing.  This  has  been  documented  in  the  Owyhee  Wild  and  Scenic  River 
corridor. 

Large  acreages  of  SEORMP  lands  arc  "unhealthy"  —  and  it  is  grazing,  not 
a  lack  of  fire,  which  is  the  across-the-board  cause  in  all  vegetation 
communities. 


VEGETATION  MATGFULATIQftANP  LIVESTOCK  GRAZING 

Given  the  degraded  condition  of  BLM  lands,  only  Alternative  E  adequately 
addresses  Impacts  of  vegetation  manipulation,  particularly  in  the  context 
of  past  and  present  livestock  grazing.  Some  impacts  of  prescribed  fire 
have  already  been  discussed  above. 

BLM  must  present  and  fully  analyze  additional  alternatives  including: 
Immediate  rest  for  all  sites  In  early  and  mid- serai  stage  or  in  poor  and 
fair  condition,  long-term  rest  or  removal  of  livestock  grazing  from  sites 
unsuitable  for  grazing  (a  suitability  analysis  should  be  an  integral  part 
of  the  RMP).  and  undertaking  no  purposeful  site  disturbances  to  native 
plant  communities  (bums,  chemical  control,  woodcut).  Goals  to  Improve 
riparian  condition  can  not  be  met  If  bums  or  other  site  disturbances 
occur  in  watersheds. 

The  use  of  "desired  future  condition"  is  not  appropriate,  since  it  is  a 
value  Judgment  as  to  what  BLM  wants  to  force  the  site  to  become,  and 
because  of  the  deep-seated  bias  throughout  the  RMP  against  native  woody 
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vegetation.  What  specific  criteria  did  BLM  use  to  develop  DFC  for  sues? 

Woodcutting  -  BLM  essentially  gives  away  the  wood  to  often  slipshod 
fly-by-nlght  operators.  Old-growth  rotten  trees  with  cavities  which 
provide  nesting  sites  for  flickers,  kestrels.house  wrens,  and  roost  sites 
for  bats,  are  cut  and  left  when  rot  Is  discovered.  Scarce  nutrients  such 
as  nitrogen  are  exported  from  sites  when  wood  Is  removed.  Management 
goals  are  not  achievable  with  woodcutting  We  have  seen  sites  where  1 
tree  Is  cut  and  5  seedlings  spring  up  In  Its  place.  BLM  must  Include  an 
economic  analysis  of  woodcuts,  which  Includes  costs  of  habitat  losses, 
uses  of  public  land  foregone,  watershed  effects.  How  much  In 
administration  dme  do  they  cost  taxpayers?  FORS  2  must  be  removed  from 
list  of  objectives. 

Prescribed  burning,  except  In  rare  and  unusual  circumstances,  should  not 
be  used.  A  bum  will  not  improve  highly  degraded  areas,  such  as  public 
land  In  poor  or  fair  condition.  The  RMP  makes  the  blanket  assumption  that 
removing  native  woody  plants  somehow  will  improve  areas  where  grazing  has 
been  the  primary  cause  of  degradation  In  remote  areas.  It  Is  often  the 
sole  cause  of  degradation.  No  information  has  been  presented  that 
demonstrates  prescribed  bums  or  wildfire  will  Improve  land  for  wildlife 
and  native  vegetation  In  the  RMP.  juniper  Is  portrayed  as  a  scourge.  It 
Is  featured  as  a  management  problem,  yet  BLM  presents  no  evidence  that 
western  Juniper  Is  a  problem  In  southeastern  Oregon  to  the  public, 
watersheds,  wildlife  or  ecological  processes  -  or  that  alteration  of 
western  Juniper  will  move  the  BLM  closer  to  Improving  condition  of  public 
land  -  or  that  killing  Junipers  will  help  BLM  meet  objectives.  BLM 
contrives  wavs  to  Justify  eliminating  juniper  rather  than  adequately- 
solving  the  root  cause  of  public  lands  degradation  -  which  Is  abusive 
livestock  grazing.  Neither  current  scientific  evidence  nor  site-specific 
data  from  southeastern  Oregon  Is  presented  to  show  that  sagebrush  or 
Juniper  degrade  resources  on  public  land  or  that  their  removal  will 
Improve  conditions. 

BLM  must  provide  information  necessary  to  analyze  all  impacts  of 
vegetation  removal  [fire,  woodcut  chemical)  on  the  soil  resource 
subsequent  soil  erosion,  loss  of  productivity  (nutrient  loss  In  wind, 
runoff,  volatilization),  export  of  nutrients  and  minerals  In  harvested 
wood  Impacts  of  vegetation  alteration  on  microbiotic  crusts  must  be 
fully  analyzed. 

No  current  scientific  evidence  exists  to  show  that  western  Juniper 
negatively  Impacts  watershed  function  Sec  Gifford  1973,  Everett  1987a 
and  b.  Gifford  1987.  Schmidt  1987.  Belsky  1994.  1996  and  Wilcox  1994 
However,  abundant  scientific  evidence  exists  that  livestock  grazing 
negatively  impacts  watershed  function  (Thurow  1991.  Fletschner  1994. 

Ohmart  1996).  The  documented  degraded  condition  of  land  In  the  ORA  (Draft 
RMP  data)  phis  the  observations  of  our  members  of  the  destruction  to 
native  vegetation  by  livestock  in  southeastern  Oregon  from  Arock  to  the 
Middle  Fork  of  the  Owyhee  River  to  Juntura  deariy  reveal  that  it  Is 
livestock  grazing  which  Is  directly  and  dcletertously  Impacting  watershed 
function. 

Domcstic  livestock  are  the  direct  cause  of  disturbance  to  public  lands 
which  make  them  susceptible  to  Invasion  by  weeds.  The  first  step  In 
control  of  weeds  is  to  eliminate  livestock  disturbance  of  native  plant 
communities  and  resultant  degradation  of  sites  -  the  cause  of  weed 
Invasion.  See  She  ley  1994  for  discussion  of  need  to  limit  site 


Condition  and  Range  Relationships  of  the  Owyhee  Deer  Herd'.  These  authors 
repeatedly  mention  widespread  overgrazing  and  livestock  Impacts  to 
vegetation. 

Fire  suppression  efforts  should  not  be  reduced.  Natural  and  human-caused 
wildfires  In  WSAs  susceptible  to  Invasion  by  chealgrass  and  other  exotics 
must  be  suppressed.  Rationale:  exotic  plant  species  which  Invade  sites 
following  flie  have  altered  the  consequences  of  fire  to  native 
ecosystems.  (Whisenant  1990.  Billings  1994.  Monsen  19941.  Human-caused 
fires  are  Unnatural  and  should  be  suppressed  Non- suppression  Is  an 
invitation  to  extractive  interests  to  set  fires  In  special  management 
areas  to  achieve  their  own  ends. 

Also,  increased  recreational  use  will  result  In  Increased  accidental 
fires.  Increased  Air  Force  use  of  flares  In  MOAs  {see  military  Overflight 
comments)  will  result  in  a  significant  increase  in  wildfires. 

Natural  fire  should  be  suppressed  in  sites  where  "unnatural"  conditions 
now  exist  "Natural*  site  conditions  no  longer  exist  on  many  degraded 
lands  In  southeastern  Oregon.  Prescribed  fire  should  not  be  used  to 
control  native  woody  species  (sagebrush.  Juniper).  Changes  in  livestock 
grazing  practices  should  be  used  to  Improve  site  condition  Only  after 
long-term  site  restoration  has  been  accomplished  through  fundamental 
changes  tn  livestock  grazing,  or  grazing  has  been  completely  eliminated 
from  a  site,  can  use  of  fire  be  contemplated. 

Prescribed  fire  should  not  be  used  to  mimic  historical  fire  regime. 

Natural  or  presettlement  fire  conditions  no  longer  exist  on  degraded 
lands. 

Few  studies  of  historical  occurrence  of  fire  in  western  juniper  exist.  An 
historical  fire  regime  no  longer  exists  in  sites  already  invaded  by  or 
susceptible  to  cheatgrass  or  other  exotics  see  Whisenant  ( 1990).  Billings 
{ 1994).  An  historical  fire  regime  no  longer  exists  in  sites  with  depleted 
native  plant  understorles-  Site  conditions  have  changed.  Livestock 
grazing  In  the  arid  west  brought  about  sudden  and  immediate  change 
-Julian  Steward,  the  Shoshone  and  Palute  ethnographer,  slates  that  by 
1870.  cattle  had  so  reduced  native  plant  communities  that  hunter-gatherer 
Basin-Plateau  Indians  could  no  longer  obtain  adequate  food  from  wild 
lands.  We  are  playing  with  a  different  deck  of  cards  in  1996  than  we 
were  in  1850.  This  realization  must  be  made  by  BLM  if  pubhc  land  is  to 
be  soundly  and  scientifically  managed. 

Tost-ftre  grass  cover  is  a  function  of  pre-bum  conditions. '(Everett 
1987).  Postfire  succession  in  juniper  woodlands  which  have  been  abused  by 
grazing  may  not  lead  to  the  desired  plant  community  -  due  to  losses  of 
seed  reserves  and  remnant  plants,  presence  of  exotics  (Everett  and  Clary 
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Only  recreational  or  non -commercial  woodcutting  of  trees  under  <100  years 
old  in  selected  areas  should  be  allowed,  as  follows: 

All  trees>  100  years  should  be  marked  as  "leave"  trees  by  BLM  before  an 
area  is  opened  to  recreational  cutting.  No  sites  should  be  clear  cut. 

Other  leave  trees  should  be  marked. 

No  commercial  woodcutting  should  be  allowed.  BLM  should  issue  wood 
permits  for  5  cords/year.  This  must  be  considered  as  an  alternative. 


disturbance  to  limit  spread  of  weeds.  Limiting  livestock  abuse  of  lands 
is  the  key  to  maintaining  the  integrity  of  native  ecosystems. 

The  RMP  view  is  founded  on  the  myth  that  western  Juniper  Is  degrading 
arid  lands. ‘when  It  is  livestock  Impacts  which  are  responsible.  BLM  must 
dispel  these  myths  by  adequately  discussing  current  literature  which 
dispels  outmoded  thinking.  BLM  must  also  revise  Its  own  perception  of 
western  Juniper  and  manage  on  the  basis  of  sound  science.  Everett  (1987a 
and  b)  and  Belsky  ( 1996)  discuss  the  myths  associated  with  western 
Juniper. 

We  do  not  support  any  means  of  chemlcal^control  of  native  vegetation.  If 
BLM  contemplates  chemical  use.  It  must  discuss  types  of  chemicals  to  be 
used,  their  persistence  in  soil  and  water.  Impacts  on  non-target 
organisms,  impacts  on  special  status  species.  Impacts  on  recreational 
use.  economics  of  application,  specific  application  scenarios, 
alternative  uses  of  land  foregone,  etc. 

BLM  must  include  a  complete  analysis  of  site  characteristics  of  areas 
being  "Invaded"  by  Juniper.  Impacts  of  livestock  grazing  on  western 
ecosystems  are  well  documented  (Flelsehner  1994.  Ohmart  1996).  Since 
virtually  all  BLM  lands  in  southeastern  Oregon  have  been  grazed  by 
domestic  livestock  for  100++  years,  it  stands  to  reason  that  soil 
erosion,  loss  of  A  horizon,  nutrient  loss  -  nitrogen,  carbon,  gullying 
=slte  drying  and  lowering  water  tables,  and  other  processes  have  occurred 
which  have  altered  site  potential  Meslc  sites,  and  sites  which  once  may 
have  had  characteristics  that  resulted  in  a  climax  community  of  sagebrush 
and  grass  have  become  rockier,  harsher,  disturbed  sites  with  depauperate 
native  bunchgrass  understorles  that  now  are  Juniper  community  climax 
sites  It  is  futile  to  try  to  stop  native  plant  succession  by  declaring 
juniper  an  enemy  to  control.  BLM  must  include  a  discussion  of  site 
alteration  by  livestock  and  resulting  changes  in  site  potential.  See  Mack 
and  Thompson  (1982)  and  Belsky  (1996)  for  discussion  of  Impacts  of 
livestock  grazing  on  bunchgrasses  In  shrub-steppe. 

Fundamental  changes  In  site  characteristics  and  potential  are  primary 
causes  of  increases  In  western  Juniper  In  southeastern  Oregon  It  is 
futile  to  Institute  a  disturbance  regime,  and  keep  communities  in  early 
serai  stage  caused  by  disturbance,  if  these  sites  have  been  permanently 
converted  to  juniper  sites  by  wanton  livestock  abuse. 

Juniper  harvest  does  NOT  control  serai  encroachment  into  sage-grass 
ecological  sites  In  the  long- term.  We  urge  the  BLM  to  revisit  old 
woodcuts  and  see  the  Ineffectiveness  of  woodcuts  In  limiting  Junipers  in 
what  have  become  Juniper  sites. 

BLM  must  provide  site-specific  monitoring  information  on  places  in  RMP 
area  where  past  vegetation  manipulation  has  occurred. What  monitoring  has 
BLM  done  on  woodcuts  or  bums?  Woodcuts  and  bums  have  been  occurring  for 
a  long  period  of  dme.  In  how  many  allotments  where  Junipers  and 
sagebrush  were  removed  has  a  long-term  demonstrated  Improvement  tn  land 
or  stream  condition  resulted???  The  public  must  be  presented  with  any 
relevant  data  here  RMP  must  Include  maps  of  past  treatment  areas  with 
land  and  watershed  condition  clearly  shown.  Changes  tn  condition  must  be 
shown. 

Direct  evidence  does  exist  that  big  game  (mule  deer)  rely  on  Juniper  and 
sagebrush  as  winter  food  See  Trout  and  Thlessen  1973  Physical 


Post-woodcut  fire  often  results  In  high  nutrient  loss,  "scalded"  or 
sterile  soils,  weed  Infestations,  delayed  recovery  of  vegetation,  and 
long-term  losses  In  site  productivity.  (ODFW  1994). 

Livestock  grazing  is  an  ongoing  disturbance  which  has  altered  site 
characteristics  -  at  times  permanently.  Cheatgrass  and  other  exotics 
occur,  and  at  times  are  widespread.  In  nearly  all  the  vegetative 
communities  in  the  SEORMP  lands.  Using  fire,  a  very  major  disturbance 
Itself,  on  top  of  livestock-caused  disturbance,  can  cause  long-term  and 
at  times  Irreversible  changes  that  are  disastrous  for  native  wildlife. 

BLM  must  first  adequately  address  grazing,  the  root  cause  of  eco systemic 
change.  Until  the  public  lands  heal  from  grazing  impacts,  we  oppose  the 
use  of  prescribed  fire. 

We  provided  BLM  with  extensive  comments  documenting  the  foregoing 
concerns  in  our  comments  of  October  19.  1996  to  James  May  on  the 
Southeastern  Oregon  RMP/E1S.  BLM.  hell-bent  on  burning  more  public  lands 
in  southeast  Oregon,  has  ignored  our  comments,  and  failed  to  analyze  a 
reasonable  range  of  alternatives  which  address  our  concerns  about  use  of 
prescribed  fire.  BLM  must  develop  a  new  alternative  which  carefully 
analyzes  the  Impacts  —  and  unnatural'  consequences  of  fire  on  degraded 
public  lands  subject  to  ongoing  disturbance  by  domestic  livestock,  and 
vulnerable  to  Invasion  by  alien  plant  species. 

Impacts  of  smoke  and  dust  from  fire  on  human  health  must  also  be 
assessed 

References  to  accompany  this  discussion  are  found  in  the  preceding 
section,  and/or  have  already  been  submitted  to  BLM  with  our  scoping 
comments. 

-RESOURCES  /WATER  QUALITY 

The  overwhelming  cause  of  water  pollution  and  water  quality  problems  on 
most  of  the  streams  In  southeastern  Oregon  is  livestock  grazing 
Stringent  upland  standards  are  needed  to  ensure  that  watersheds  are  In 
good  condition.  Range  improvement  projects  such  as  wells  and  pipelines 
ultimately  lead  to  wider  spread  Impacts  on  watersheds.  BLM  must  analyze 
removal  of  developments  from  sites  with  erodible  soils,  steep  terrain,  or 
where  land  condition  Is  deteriorating.  Water  resources  arc  Impacted  by 
sediment,  livestock  waste,  increased  runoff  from  such  sites. 

BLM  falls  to  state  how  it  will  protect  water  quality  in  grazed 
watersheds  The  Clean  Water  Act  requires  the  restoration  and  maintenance 
of  the  chemical,  physical,  and  biological  integrity  of  the  Nation's 
waters.  Water  quality  is  directly  related  to  the  health  of  riparian 
ecosystems  and  native  fish  populations  The  RMP  avoids  discussion  of 
livestock  grazing  as  the  primary  factor  in  fecal  collform  contamination, 
sedimentation  and  other  degradation  of  water. 


Native  fish  such  as  red  band  trout  are  disappearing  from  the  streams  of 

southeastern  Oregon.  Effective  and  aggressive  BLM  management  is  necessary 

to  protect  and  restore  habitat.  We  are  distressed  at  the  lack  of 

effective  management  strategies  In  the  RMP  preferred  alternative.  The  RMP 

does  little  to  assure  the  public  that  concrete  change  necessary  to 

protect  and  enhance  habitat  for  Great  Basin  and  Inland  redband  trout  will 


occur.  Stream  Inventory  data  and  watershed  analyses  are  not  adequate. 

The  proposed  action  does  not  mandate  necessary  cuts  In  livestock  numbers 
and  removal  of  livestock  from  critical  habitats,  streams  In 
non-functioning  or  functioning-at-risk  condition. 

BLM  has  not  even  determined  the  condition  of  a  great  number  of  streams  in 
southeastern  Oregon.  See  RMP  Table  D-2.  A  great  number  of  streams  have  an 
"Unknown"  trend. 

Appendix  D  discusses  "capability"  —  as  “the  highest  ecological  status  a 
riparian-wetland  area  can  attain  given  political,  social,  or  economic 
constraints’.  These  constraints  can  not  be  the  basis  of  land  management 
decisions  to  perpetuate  degraded  conditions.  BLM  must  manage  streams  for 
potential  natural  community.  Throughout  the  discussion  In  Appendix  D.  BLM 
avoids  even  the  mention  of  livestock,  speaking  instead  of  "Human 
activities  that  alter  the  area  s  capability". 

BLM  cannot  rely  on  the  "riparian  conservation  area"  approach  to  manage 
public  waters.  Here.  BLM  attempts  to  focus  on  only  portions  of  drainages 
or  watersheds.  This  is  wrong.  It  also  violates  the  Fundamentals  of 
Rangeland  Health.  FLPMA.  and  other  mandates.  ALL  perennial  and 
intermittent  streams  in  the  RMP  area  must  be  managed  for  maximum 
protection  of  water  quality,  quantity  and  aquatic  species  habitat. 

BLM  s  use  of  “Riparian  Management  Objectives'  is  also  Invalid  and 
incomprehensible.  The  reader  has  no  understanding  of  what  Is  really  being 
stated,  and  what  action  (or  inaction)  will  be  taken  by  BLM.  This  can  not 
be  the  basis  for  management.  BLM  says  "the  values  apply  where 
ecologically  attainable’  -  this  means  -  where  BLM  does  not  want  to  fix 
stream  condition,  it  won  t  —  claiming  it  is  not  attainable. 

BLM  fails  to  present  a  clear  picture  to  the  public  of  riparian  condition 
throughout  the  RMP  area. 

Immediate  closure  of  degraded  streams  in  critical  habitats  to  livestock 
grazing  is  necessary  to  prevent  Irreversible  harm.  BLM  must  provide 
site-specific  data  on  drainages  where  livestock  grazing  Is  impairing 
water  quality  and  aquatic  species,  and  remove  livestock  from  these  areas. 
Why  does  the  RMP  fail  to  detail  and  describe  impacts  of  livestock  on 
public  waters?  The  RMP  presents  a  sham  analysis  which  lacks  important 
and  relevant  data,  and  fails  to  adequately  discuss  causes.  Based  on  the 
information  presented,  a  reader  lias  no  idea  cows  are  even  grazed  in 
southeastern  Oregon. 

Riparian  pastures  simply  perpetuate  the  problem.  When  livestock  are 
present,  fecal  colifonn  levels  skyrocket,  bank  trampling  occurs,  banks 
slough  off  and  deposit  sediment  in  waters,  etc.  If  the  same  number  of 
cattle  remain  In  an  allotment,  the  same  amount  of  livestock 
waste /pollutants  will  be  deposited  in  watersheds,  to  the  detriment  of 
water  quality'  and  recreational  uses  of  public  lands  and  waters.  Herding 
livestock  simply  redistributes  wastes,  which  ultimately  end  up  impairing 
water  quality'. 

Vegetation  manipulation  projects  such  as  prescribed  fire,  or  mechanical 
removal  of  trees  on  add  further  disturbance  to  watersheds  already 
Impacted  by  disturbance  associated  with  livestock  grazing. 


Program.  The  Vale  Project  resulted  in  a  half  million  acres  of  "brush 
control",  i.e.  burning  and  spraying  sagebrush.  Edwin  Dlmick.  In  Livestock 
Pillage  of  Our  Western  Public  Lands  described  the  Vale  Project  as: 

•  perhaps  the  most  expensive  handout  to  the  cowboys  record  a  bail  out 
of  the  free -grass  cowboys  who  had  again  fouled  their  beds  from 
over-grazing  public  lands".  The  Vale  Project  of  the  60  s  has  been  dusted 
off  and  dressed  up  in  new.  terminology  for  the  late  90  s. 

A  visitor  to  the  "treated  range"  in  Malheur  County  today  is  confronted 
with  wastelands  of  crested  wheatgrass.  degraded  shrubless  grasslands,  and 
large  areas  where  only  annual  weeds  now  grow  -  In  good  years.  The 
millions  of  Federal  dollars  spent  eliminating  shrubs  accelerated 
desertification  processes.  Treated  areas  continue  to  lose  soil,  nutrients 
and  productivity  30  years  later.  Sage  grouse,  nearly  all  migratory 
songbirds,  reptiles,  and  many  native  mammals  were  reduced  or  extirpated 
from  large  areas  of  "treated"  “rehabilitated’  "restored"  public  land 

NEPA  requires  that  agencies  locate  or  develop  high  quality,  accurate 
information  concerning  environmental  impacts,  including  wildlife 
population  and  habitat.  CEQ  regulations  recognize  that  intelligent 
decision-making  can  only  derive  from  high  quality  information. 
Information  In  NEPA  documents  "must  be  of  high  quality.  Accurate 
scientific  analysis  ...  Its)  essential  to  implementing  NEPA."  40 
C.F.R  1500  1(b).  Where  an  agency  has  out-dated,  insufficient,  or  no 
information  on  potential  impacts,  it  must  develop  the  information  as  part 
of  the  NEPA  process.  40  C.F.R  1502.22.  In  addition,  agencies  must  ensure 
the  scientific  integrity'  of  analyses  in  ElSs. 

Scientific  information  presented  to  the  public  is  garbled,  at  times 
inaccurate,  and  often  very'  little  real  data  is  presented.  Little 
on  the  ground  science  was  done.  The  RMP  Is  too  broad,  fails  to  provide 
details  of  existing  public  lands  conditions,  and  makes  large  assumptions 
based  on  scant  real  data.  The  RMP  parrots  broad  generalizations  made  in 
the  various  skewed  ICBEMP  alternatives.  ICBEMP  relied  extensively  on 
models.  Models  are  fraught  with  error,  built-in  biases,  and  there  is 
significant  risk  in  relying  on  models  to  predict  complex  ecosystem 
outcomes.  Given  the  purposefully  skewed  presentation  of  information,  the 
public  has  no  assurance  that  assumptions  on  which  models  were  based  were 
not  also  skewed  to  come  up  with  the  "right"  results.  The  use  of  an 
"adaptive  management"  scenario  only  worsens  an  already  bad  situation. 

We  do  not  believe  that  the  presentation  and  ev  aluation  of  alternatives 
presented  In  the  RMP  complies  with  NEPA.  The  RMP  should  have  identified 
lands  where  grazing  is  causing  harm  to  sensitive  or  special  status 
wildlife  species,  native  plant  communities,  etc.  and  analyzed 
alternatives  which  considered  removal  of  livestock  from  areas  where  harm 
is  being  caused,  and  analyzed  significant  changes  In  grazing  management. 
Additionally,  the  alternatives  appear  to  be  thrown  together  in  such  a  way 
that  “poison  pills'  accompany  alternatives.  For  example,  despite  being 
better  in  some  ways.  Alternative  D  proposes  burning  large  acreages  of 
vegetation.  Alternative  E  proposes  no  grazing,  but  seeks  no  special  land 
designations 

The  RMP  contains  inadequate  mitigation  for  Its  proposed  actions  -  such  as 
prescribed  fire,  or  continued  livestock  grazing  In  red  band  trout 
watersheds. 


Redbands:  Data  in  Table  D-2  Is  misleading  For  example,  redband  trout  are 
Indicated  as  being  present  in  the  West  Fork  Little  Owyhee.  Almost  the 
entire  West  Fork  Is  Intermittent  most  of  the  year,  and  a  small  population 
of  redbands  Is  confined  to  only  the  upper  portion. 

BLM  must  provide  information  on  number  of  stream  miles  occupied  by 
redbands.  population  information  -  strong,  depressed,  etc.,  presence  of 
non-native  predatory  fish  condition  of  segments  of  stream  occupied  by 
redbands.  etc. 

ICBEMP  maps  show  that  nearly  all  the  redband  populations  In  southeastern 
Oregon  are  restricted  to  small  portions  of  watersheds,  and  isolated 
mainly  in  the  headwaters  of  drainages  Connectivity  between  populations 
has  been  lost.  Such  populations  are  in  real  danger  of  disappearing  -  due 
to  stochastic  events,  reduced  gene  flow,  continuing  habitat  degradation 
and  loss.  Yet,  the  BLM  preferred  alternative  fails  to  recognize  this  and 
provide  necessary  management  action  to  protect  redband  trout 

ICBEMP  data  also  shows  that  there  are  virtually  no  "strong"  populations 
of  redband  trout  remaining  in  any  southeastern  Oregon  BLM  streams. 

The  shrunken  redband  distribution  and  low  population  levels  on  Oregon  BLM 
streams  demands  immediate  action  by  BLM. Some  examples:  Redbands  are 
mostly  gone  from  the  Oregon  Owyhee  River  drainage  —  only  small 
segments  of  streams  in  the  upper  parts  of  a  few  tributary  drainages  have 
populations,  and  fish  are  rare  in  the  mains tem  river.  The  Bully  Creek 
watershed  is  a  shambles  -  exotic  species  predominate.  No  strong 
populations  of  redbands  are  found  on  BLM  waters  in  the  Malheur  River 
drainage.  BLM  knows  this.  ICBEMP  data  has  been  available  for  several 
years,  yet  meaningful  use  of  this  scientific  information  is  avoided  by 
BLM  throughout  the  SEORMP.  Instead.  BLM  has  focused  on  contorted 
commodity-driven  vegetation  manipulation  schemes  and  Insubstantial  and 
nebulous  riparian  management  objectives,  and  the  self-serving 
unaccountability  of  'adaptive  management'  schemes. 

BLM  must  provide  maps  that  indicate  redband  distribution  One  look  at  a 
map  of  current  redband  distribution  in  southeastern  Oregon,  and  a  First 
Grader  would  be  able  to  that  the  fish  —  and  public  lands  and  water  — 
are  in  serious  trouble. 

ADAPTIVE  MANAGEMENT  AND  OTHER  SHORTCOMINGS 

Adaptive  Management  is  a  hoax.  There  is  no  accountability.  It  allows  BLM 
to  justify  allowing  livestock  operators  to  graze  beyond  the  limits  of 
their  permits.  It  allows  BLM  to  change  management  scenarios  to 
accommodate  grazing  abuse. 

Clear,  quantifiable  standards  must  be  used.  Adaptive  management  must  be 
jettisoned. 

Under  the  guise  of  "adaptive  management",  the  RMP  preferred  alternative 
and  garbled  presentation  of  alternatives,  attempts  to  prop  up  a 
livestock  industry  faltering  under  ecological  decay  which  it  has  caused. 

The  preferred  alternative  would  bum.  or  otherwise  mutilate,  native  piant 
communities  In  the  futile  name  of  ecosystem  health  or  ’restoration'  while 
the  agent  of  chronic  ecosystem  sickness  -  domestic  livestock  grazing  - 
goes  unchecked.  This  massive  manipulation  scheme  was  tried  before  by  the 
BLM  in  the  1960  s  on  a  large  scale  -  In  the  Vale  Rangeland  Rehabilitation 


domestic  Livestock  for  100  -m-  years,  and  nearly  all  public  lands  continue 
to  be  grazed,  it  stands  to  reason  that  soil  erosion,  loss  of  A  horizon, 
nutrient  losses,  gullying,  site  drying  -  lowering  water  tables, 
desertification,  presence  of  exotics  -  have  altered  site  potential.  Mesic 
sites,  and  sites  which  once  may  have  had  characteristics  that  resulted  in 
a  climax  community  of  sagebrush  and  bunchgrass  have  become  rockier, 
harsher,  disturbed  sites  with  a  depauperate  native  grass  and  forb 
understory.  These  are  now  woody  shrub  or  juniper  forest  sites.  It  is 
futile  to  try'  to  "restore'  such  a  site  simply  by  burning  it.  as  is 
proposed  repeatedly  throughout  the  RMP.  It  Is  bad  science  to  make  the 
assumption  that  such  sites  can  be  "restored",  without  first  thoroughly 
analyzing  the  environmental  context  and  extent  of  degradation,  and 
without  adequately  considering  effects  of  present  and  future  livestock 
grazing  on  site  potential  and  outcomes  of  restoration /disturbance 
activities. 

If  the  money  spent  in  assembling  the  mass  of  hazy  adaptive  management 
schemes  would  have  been  spent  in  doing  on-the-ground  surveys  to  determine 
current  population  status  and  habitat  use  and  condition  of  special  status 
species,  the  public  would  have  concrete  information  about  the  precarious 
state  of  populations  of  many  special  status  species,  and  would  know  what 
needed  to  be  done  to  the  public  land  to  enhance  habitat  for  these 
species. 

PROPOSED  WILD  AND  SCENIC  RIVERS.  ACECS.  SIRENS  NCA 

We  favor  the  addition  of  new  ACECs,  and  289  river  miles  for  Wild  and 
Scenic  River  status.  We  believe  the  Steens  and  the  Owyhee  Canyonlands  are 
deserving  of  National  Park  or  National  Monument  status.  If  the  Steens  are 
to  be  managed  as  an  NCA  livestock  grazing  must  be  eliminated. 

Mil -IT ARY  OVERFLIGHTS 

Incremental  military  expansion  is  occurring  in  airspace  over  wild  lands 
throughout  the  West,  from  Colorado  to  Arizona  to  the  Enhanced  Training  in 
Idaho  (ET1)  Bombing  Range.  The  ETI  proposal  directly  affects  public  lands 
in  the  Owyhee  Canyonlands  of  southeast  Oregon.  New.  louder  and  nastier 
planes  and  training  activities  are  occurring  in  wild  lands  removed  from 
population  centers  where  the  rural  residents,  outdoor  reereationists.  and 
wildlife  bear  the  brunt  of  impacts  from  these  activities.  In  this  context. 

BLM  cannot  continue  to  ignore  Its  management  responsibilities  under  NEPA 
and  FLPMA  as  has  occurred  in  the  Draft  SEORMP. 

An  extraordinary  number  of  Military  Training  Routes  (MTRs)  and  Military 
Operating  Areas  (MOAs)  exist  in  southeast  Oregon.  See  Map  ETI  p.  1-27. 
(Attached).  This  map  shows  a  maze  of  military  airspace  in  southeastern 
Oregon.  MTRS  are  low-level  or  access  flight  pathways  through  an  area, 
where  "aircraft  commonly  operate  at  altitudes  from  500  to  1000  feet".  ETI 
EIS  1-36.  For  example,  low  level  overflight  occurs  along  the  route  MTR 
VR-316.  319  over  the  Steens.  MOAs  are  broader  areas  of  special-use 
airspace,  where  varying  types  of  training  activities  which  include 
air-to-air  combat  tactics,  and  Intermittent  supersonic  flight  occur.  ETI 
EIS  p.  1-33.  The  Paradise  and  Saddle  MOAs  in  southeastern  Oregon  include 
large  portions  of  the  airspace  over  southeastern  Oregon  public  lands 
Supersonic  activity,  and  use  of  flares  and  chaff  spread  over  a  wide  area, 
occurs  In  the  Paradise  MOA  In  the  Owyhee  Canyonlands  of  southeast  Oregon. 


Letters  -  193 


Since  virtually  all  of  the  southeastern  Oregon  has  been  grazed  by 


BLM  s  own  Summary  of  Recommendations  and  Findings  of  April  17.  1998  on 
consequences  of  the  ET1  EIS  states: 


•  Flares:  "the  use  of  flares  would  Increase  ...  by  as  much  as  22 

percent  over  public  lands  in  Nevada  and  Oregon  under  the  Paradise  MOA." 
p.7. 

•  Chaff:  "this  ...  |ET1)  would  Include  a  projected  increase  of ...  an 
additional  5.500  bundles  from  the  current  9,934  bundles  over  the  Paradise 
East /West  MOAs”.  p.  8. 

•  Noise:  ’the  BLM  has  Identified  that  there  Is  no  measured  noise 
baseline  or  defined  threshold  for  acceptable  noise  levels  specific  to  ... 
WSAs’.  p.  5. 

Regarding  current  noise  levels  In  the  ET1  area:  "the  current  use 
does  create  adverse  noise  Impacts  which  affect  wildlife,  recreation 
users,  and  other  public  land  users’,  p.5 

In  the  SEORMP.  BLM  has  completely  failed  to: 

1)  Characterize,  describe  and  quantify  the  Increases  In  military  use  over 
southeast  Oregon  public  Lands  since  Its  last  planning  process. 

2)  Assess  Impacts  of  increases  and  expansions  on  these  public  lands 

3)  Take  measures  and  develop  strategies  to  ensure  that  ORVs  of  WSRs  arc 
not  being  degraded.  4)  Analyze  whether  opportunities  for  solitude  and 
primitive  and  unconfined  recreation  in  WSAs  continues  to  exist. 

5)  Track  levels  of  existing  litter,  pollution  and  annoyance  from  military 
activities.  7 

61  Assess  Impacts  on  sensitive  wildlife  species  (  Including  sage  grouse. 
California  bighorn  sheep,  migratory  songbirds  and  bats)  inhabiting  public 
lands,  and  which  are  subject  to  escalating  military  activity. 

7)  Determine  means  to  minimize  negative  effects  of  military  training 
activities  in  southeast  Oregon  over  the  life  of  this  plan 

8)  Aggressively  pursue  minimizing  negative  effects  -  through  MOUs  or 
legal  action  if  necessary. 

For  example,  instead  of  burying  Its  head  In  the  sand  and  ignoring  the 
whole  array  of  military  training  Impacts  In  Its  development  of  the 
SEORMP.  BLM  should  have  actively  acquired  data  on  past,  current,  and 
predicted  military  activities,  and  assessed  direct.  Indirect  and 
cumulative  impacts  of  military  training  activities  on  vegetation 
wildlife,  water  quality,  recreational  use.  and  cultural  resources  on 
public  lands.  Following  reasoned  analysis.  BLM  should  seek  MOUs  or  other 
agreement  with  the  Air  Force,  and/or  assert  Its  legal  duties  under  FLPMA. 
to  cease  use  of  chaff,  flares,  supersonic  flight  over  areas  with  critical 
wildlife  resources,  or  specially  designated  management  areas  -  such  as 
WSRs.  where  recreation  Is  a  high  priority.  BLM  must  also  institute 
adequate  monitoring  of  overflights  and  military  activities,  so  that 
deleterious  activities  can  be  curtailed  before  significant  environmental 
harm  occurs. 


The  open  high  desert  sage-steppe  and  canyonland  country  of  southeast 
Oregon  Is  a  landscape  where  the  Intrusion  of  military  and  civilian 
overflights  Is  maximized.  Recreational  experience  of  the  rich  scenery, 
wildlife,  vegetation  and  cultural  resources  Is  Impaired  by  Intrusive 
noise  and  overflights.  Above  the  canyons  on  the  plateaus  It  Is  possible 
to  see  hundreds  or  thousands  of  square  miles  of  open  landscape. 

Overflights  and  training  activities  are  particularly  Intrusive  here 

Into  this  wildland  setting,  the  Air  Force  In  the  AFI  and  ETI  proposal  has 
interjected  composite  force  training  (  multiple  warplanes  of  multiple 
types)  of  up  to  85  or  more  different  warplanes  maneuvering  throughout 
designated  Military  Operations  Areas  (MOAs).  Composite  force  air 
campaigns  would  proceed  In  intensely  orchestrated  waves  of  attack  two  or 
three  times  a  day  for  three  to  five  days  a  month.  Composite  wing  training 
activities  will  result  In  almost  1000  sonic  booms  a  year  down  to  10,000 
ft.  Above  Ground  Level  (AGL)  in  a  3.2  million  acre  training  complex  over 
southern  Idaho,  northern  Nevada,  and  eastern  Oregon.  Eastern  Oregon  lands 
-  Including  the  Owyhee  Wild  and  Scenic  River,  and  several  WSAs  -  will  be 
subject  to  management  guidance  under  the  SEORMP.  These  lands  will  be.  and 
are  being,  significantly  affected  by  military  training  activities. 
Pre-composite  wing  training  activities  in  this  3.2  million  acre  training 
complex  averaged  two  sonic  booms  per  month  above  30.000  ft  AGL. 

Composite  force  training  deposits  up  to  100.000  bundles  of 
aluminum -coated  fiberglass  chaff  Utter  per  year  throughout  the  MOAs 
wtth  each  bundle  containing  between  500,000  and  3  million  fibers 
Incendiary  flares  are  ignited  throughout  the  MOA  Each  flare  discharge 
may  deposit  up  to  two  ounces  of  metal  debris  onto  pubUc  lands  and 
waters.  Flares  may  also  start  wildfires  In  remote  areas.  A  recent  Air 
Force  plane  crash  near  the  West  Little  Owyhee  River  resulted  In 
significant  disturbance  to  soil  and  vegetation  associated  with  salvage 
activities  ^ 


training  activities  -  including  effects  on  wildlife,  wilderness  study 
areas  and  recreational  use  In  the  region.  The  Paradise  MOA  lies  In  the 
area  defined  as  ETI  "Region  of  Influence  3"  In  the  AFI  EIS.  The  SEORMP 
faiis  to  acknowledge  this.  Oregon  BLM  failed  to  even  provide  comments  on 
the  ETI  proposal^  Oregon  BLM  has  fled  from  any  analysis  of  impacts  of  the 
En  as  a  reasonably  foreseeable  event-  (now  mandated  by  Congress),  and 
ongoing  activities  of  composite  force  training  authorized  in  the  AFI 


with  chaff  and  flare  use.  will  cause  stress  to  wildlife  populations  8 

?°USC  81,(1  sh«*P-  Wildlife  responses  to  aircraft 

overflight  include:  Various  fright  reactions  (panic,  fleeing),  which  vary 
with  species,  season,  reproductive  status,  previous  exposure  to  aircraft 
aircraft  type,  distance  from  the  aircraft,  and  other  factors. 


Our  members  who  use  pubUc  lands  for  recreational,  spiritual  and 
aesthetic  purposes  are  annoyed,  and  our  recreational  experiences  are 
CTS^Gyed  hy  ^ud  Plane  noises,  a  sky  filled  with  a  sea  of  contrails,  and 
chaff  particles  littering  the  earth.  We  are  concerned  about  pollution  and 
health  risks  associated  with  exposure  to  military  training  activities 
while  we  are  recreating  In  southeast  Oregon. 


- ^  **  occurs  m  some  southeast  Oregon  MTRs,  could 

CffUSfjr  to,avo,d  ,he  disturbed  areas:  sensitive  wildlife  can  be 
affected  adversely  by  low  flying  aircraft,  particularly  at  times  when 
they  are  sensitive  to  disturbance. 

In  the  Special  Nevada  Report  of  September  23.  1991.  the  Air  Force  as  a 
?T.d:  ,  Pf9!bl<'  effecU  of  aircraft  activities  that  concern 
wildlife  biologists  Include  sound  pressures  generated  by  sonic  booms,  and 


recommends  5  year  period  of  rest  following  seeding  Eddleman  etal  1994 
recommend  a  3  to  4  year  period  of  rest  following  fire  tn  Juniper 
community  tn  poor  or  fair  condition  (92%  of  ORA),  and  then  resumption  of 
grazing  at  light  levels.  Willows  and  other  riparian  vegetation  may  take 
several  years  to  achieve  sufficient  height  to  withstand  grazing  These 
measures  are  necessary  to  ensure  that  vegetative  resources  recover  tn 
levels  sufficient  to  sustain  native  wildlife 


fra«m<rat  wildlife  habitats  Knlck  and  Rotenberry 
(1995)  found  that  fire  in  and  sage-steppe  habitat  in  southwest  Idaho 
resulted  in  not  only  direct  loss  of  habitat  to  birds  nesting  in  the  burn 
area  but  also  impacted  songbirds  nesting  In  adjacent  unbumed  habitat. 
Populations  suffered  Increased  losses  due  to  predation  in  habitat 
fragmented  by  bums  and  other  disturbance. 


Besides  retaining  Interconnected  blocks  of  habitat.  BLM  must  develop 
proposals  to  restore  connectivity  to  currently  fragmented  habitats. 
Example:  planting  native  shrubs  In  seeding  monocultures.  Vision  Is 
necessary  in  a  management  document  which  will  take  the  BLM  into  the 
ecosystem-based  management  of  the  2 1  st  century 


What  proof  does  BLM  have  that  winter  grazing  will  Improve  habitat 
conditions  for  native  wildlife?  BLM  has  recently  begun  to  advocate  winter 
grazing  on  a  number  of  allotments,  without  a  full  analysis  If  Its 
Impacts.  The  RMP  must  analyze  impacts  of  increased  winter  grazing  on 
habitat  for  pronghorn  and  nongame  species.  Including  small  mammals  and 
nesting  habitat  for  birds. 

Overwhelming  evidence  exists  on  the  deleterious  impacts  of  livestock 
grazing  on  1)  ecosystems  (Fleischner  1994):  2)  migratory  songbirds.  (Page 
eLaL  1978).  fTaylor  1986)  (Bock  et.al.  1993);  3)  lizards  Busack  and 
Bury  (1974).  Vegetation  treatments,  water  developments,  increased  levels 
of  grazing  and  other  proposed  uses  would  have  Irreversible  Impacts  on 
populations  of  native  wildlife  species.  Local  extinctions  and  extirpation 
would  result.  Late  serai  communities  are  vital  to  many  declining  wildlife 
species,  yet  BLM  pushes  vegetation  treatments  that  will  push  communities 
back  to  early  serai  states.  The  RMP  presents  no  scientific  analysis  that 
habitat  manipulation  would  be  beneficial  to  many  wildlife  species, 
particularly  those  dependent  on  old  growth,  late  and  mid  serai 
communities.  As  previously  discussed,  vegetation  treatments  adversely 
impact  rare,  sensitive  or  declining  wildlife  species. 


Our  review  of  the  SEORMP  leads  us  to  the  inescapable  conclusion  that  B1 
has  no  idea  of  what  wildlife  species  occur  when,  where  and  why  in  the  RJ 
ar^  BLM  must  develop  sound,  current  site- specific  baseline  data  as  par 
of  RMP  process,  and  Mew  wildlife  from  a  modern  perspective 

BLM  ottendis.mssCT  drought  as  a  major  limiting  (actor  and  Impact  on 
Midlife  species  Native  plants  and  animals  evolved  wtth  drought  and  an 
adapted  to .survival  during  drought  conditions  However,  the  cumulative 
and  Immediate  Impacts  of  the  stress  of  the  unnatural  grazing  of 
domesttc  livestock  during  drought  year*  on  ecological  processes  and 
functions  are  the  overriding  Issues  here.  The  RMP  must  commit  to 
substantially  limiting/  eliminating  livestock  use  of  lands  tn  poor  or 
•air  range  condition  during  drought  years,  as  well  as  reduced  grazing  In 
years  following  drought  to  allow  adequate  recovery  of  vegetation. 

Livestock  use  during  drought  periods,  or  excessive  livestock  use  during 
PT°d  Causfs  lon«  term,  permanent  drying  and  shrinking 
sprtngs  and  meadow  complexes  vital  for  species  such  as  sage  grouse 
Livestock  trampling  and  devegetation  causes  hummocklng.  erosion  drv 
and  erosion  processes  which  result  In  Irreparable  harm  to  wet  areas. 
Shrinking  meadows  and  springs  means  less  food  -succulent  vegetation  ; 
Insect-producing  forts  for  sage  grouse  broods  Is  available.  Crouse  are 
also  Increasingly  vulnerable  to  predation  as  they  are  concentrated  in 
*m*lle*'  *»“  Prad..cuve  areas  The  RMP  must  address  these  Issues  and 
commit  to  removal  of  livestock  from  critical  sage  grouse  meadows 
springs,  and  seeps. 

1SS  “nducl  ““  specific  surveys  to  Idendly  known  and  historic 

tore  T  CnUCaI  bTOOd  rcartn«  habltate  BLM  should 

5“  d<rccloped  this  information  as  part  of  the  RMP  process.  Until  this  Is 
d  ,^-  indicated  as  sage  grouse  habitat  must  be  considered 

crthcal  habitat,  and  maximum  efforts  made  to  protect  afl  potential 
hrtodreartngand  winter  habitat.  Sage  grouse  numbers  tore  plummeted 
ai'd  “*e  grDUS'  may  soon  h'  considered  for  listing 
under  the  ESA  BLM  must  act  Immediately  to  protect  habitat  criUcal  to 
sage  grouse. 


FLPMA  Instructs  BLM  to  develop  land  use  plans  (RMPs).  In  developing  land 
use  plans.  BLM  must;  1)  "use  and  observe  the  principles  of  multiple  use 
and  sustained  yield...;  ...  5)  consider  present  and  potential  uses  of  the 
public  lands;  6)  consider  the  relative  scarcity  of  the  values  Involved 
and  the  availability  of  alternative  means  (Including  recycling)  and  sites 
for  realization  of  those  values;  7)  weigh  long-term  benefits  to  the 
public  against  short-term  benefits..  ."  43  U.S.C.  1712(c).  PR1A  directs 
BLM  to  recognize  rangeland  values  which  Include  "wildlife  habitat, 
recreation"  and  "water  and  soli  conservation  benefits."43  U.S.C. 

1901(a)  1.  The  land  use  planning  process  can  lead  to  discontinuing  grazing 
use  on  BLM  lands.  43  U.S.C.  1903  (b|  See  Feller  (1994)  for  discussion  of 
this. 


FLPMA  and  PR1A  make  clear  that  BLM  Is  not  required  to  permit  livestock 
grazing  on  all  of  Its  lands.  FLPMA  s  definition  of  multiple  use 
specifically  Includes  the  use  of  some  land  for  less  than  all  of  the 
resources",  and  PRIA  specifically  refers  to  BLM's  authority  to 
temporarily  or  permanently  discontinue  grazing  on  selected  lands. 

RMP  must  address  removal  of  livestock  grazing  from  lands  where  grazing  is 
causing  harm  to  sensitive  or  special  status  species,  or  unique 
assemblages  of  species.  BLM  must  first  Identify  critical  habitats  and 
then  act  to  protect  them. 


.  ..  *  ,, —  . - v..  .mure  (iioiu  wuimunmes  an 

wfidUfe  in  the  process  of  developing  the  current  RMP  to  enable  It  to 
make  reasoned  management  choices  eliminating  or  reducing  grazing  (or 
other  activities  such  as  OHV  use)  In  areas  where  it  Is  In  the  public 
interest.  BLM  must  gather  firm  baseline  Information  on  native  species 
devc  cp  managcmcnt  actions  based  on  habitat  requirements,  and  present 
this  to  the  public  In  a  supplemental  planning  document  with  a  new  range 
of  alternatives.  s 


SPECIAL  STATUS  SPECIES 


Our  preceding  comments  on  Wildlife  and  Biodiversity  also  apply  to 
status  species.  In  addition.  BLM  must  manage  special  status  species 


special 

and 
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minimize  impacts  of  military  training  and  overflights  on  public  lands. 

For  example.  BLM  should  prohibit  chaff  releases  to  prevent  accumulation 
in  water  bodies  within  sensitive  wildlife  habitat,  or  special 
recreational  areas.  Act  to  monitor  chaff  accumulation.  BLM  should 
prohibit  overflights  over  sensitive  areas  during  critical  periods  for 
native  wildlife,  or  during  periods  of  recreational  use. 

Increased  numbers  of  sorties,  or  large-scale  training  exercises  which 
will  result  over  a  broad  area  of  public  lands  as  a  consequence  of  ET1 
will  Increase  the  incidence  of  startle  effect  and  loss  of  solitude  at 
primitive  recreational  locations  along  training  routes.  BLM  has  ignored 
every  aspect  of  this  In  development  of  the  SEORMP  as  a  long-term  plan. 

BLM  has  shirked  its  duties  as  stewards  of  these  public  lands.  BLM  has 
failed  to  protect  lands  under  FLPMA.  and  the  non  impairment  mandate.  BLM 
proceeds  to  allow  impairing  activities  to  occur. 

The  IMP  determination  must  be  made  by  first  ensuring  that  an  activity 
conforms  to  the  existing  management  and  framework  plan  for  the  affected 
area.  BLM  must  also  review  the  proposed  activity  through  an  environmental 
assessment  or  environmental  Impact  statement  to  determine  whether  It  will 
be  non  impairing  and  to  ensure  that  approval  of  such  activity  will  not 
create  a  situation  in  which  the  cumulative  effect  of  existing  uses  and 
the  new  proposed  uses  would  impair  the  suitability  of  the  area  for 
designation  as  wilderness.  NEPA  documentation  for  a  proposed  activity  in 
a  WSA  must  consider  under  the  non  impairment  standard  whether. 

the  addition  of  this  proposal  produces  an  aggregate  effect  upon  the 
area's  wilderness  characteristics  and  values  that  would  constrain  the 
Secretary's  recommendation  with  respect  to  the  area's  suitability  or 
non  suitability  for  preservation  as  wilderness’’  44  Fed.  Reg.  At  72023. 

The  AFI  proposal,  amplified  by  ETI.  results  In  multiple  warplanes 
(between  50  and  80)  flying  at  supersonic  speeds  down  to  10,000  ft.  AGL 
and  dropping  hot  flares,  firing  debris  and  chaff  over  and  on  to  WSA  lands 
and  waters  .  Pre-composlte-wing  activities  consisted  of  subsonic  training 
overflights  of  two  to  four  aircraft  or  less  with  no  chaff,  flares,  debris 
dropping.  There  has  been  no  valid  assessment  of  overflight  and  other 
aspects  of  past  and  ongoing  AFI  activities,  and  new  ETI  actions  on 
southeastern  Oregon  public  lands.  BLM  has  also  shirked  Its  NEPA  and  FLPMA 
obligations  in  additional  ways:  Unique  ACEC  Resources  must  also  be 
considered,  and  conflicts  between  military  activities  and  the  WSA s,  ACECs. 
and  other  areas  must  be  addressed. 

A  complete  analysis  of  the  information  discussed  above  must  be  Included 
in  SEORMP  sections  including  Air  Resources.  Recreation.  Special 
Management  Areas,  Wildlife,  and  Cultural  Resources.  Changes  must  be  made 
to  SEORMP  alternatives  which  reflect  this  analysis. 


BLM.  Summaiy  of  Recommendations  and  Findings:  Air  Force  Final  EIS  and 
Record  of  Decision  for  Enhanced  Training  in  Idaho.  April  17,  1998.  16 
pages. 

GAO.  1998.  Environmental  Protection:  Management  Issues  Related  to  Chaff. 


USAF.  1991.  Special  Nevada  Report. 


USAF.  1992.  Air  Force  in  Idaho  FEIS. 

USAF.  1998.  Enhanced  Training  in  Idaho  FEIS. 


We  are  extremely  disappointed  In  the  Incomplete  analysis  of  economic 
Impacts  and  human  uses  and  values  presented  In  the  SEORMP.  There  are 
serious  omissions,  oversights  and  errors  In  the  limited  amount  of 
Information  which  Is  presented. 

Sharp  contradictions  exist  between  data  In  "Importance  and  Dependency  of 
the  Livestock  Industry  on  Federal  Lands  in  the  Columbia  Basin",  a  report 
prepared  by  Leslie  Frewing- Runyon  of  the  Oregon  BLM  State  Office  in  1995 
for  ICBEMP. 

On  p.  1 1 .  the  Report  states:  “Changes  in  timing  and  amount  of  livestock 
grazing  effect  different  operators  differently.  A  small  number  would 
cease  production  ...  For  most  operators,  a  period  of  transition  would 
follow  any  changes.  After  the  period  of  transition,  it  is  expected  that 
remaining  livestock  operations  would  operate  efficiently  and  profitably 
given  the  timing  and  amount  of  livestock  grazing  permitted". 

Table  9  of  this  Report  contains  "Calculated  Dependency  on  Federal  Forage 
By  County.  Rank  Order".  Page  1  of  this  Table  shows  Dependency  on  BLM 
forage  for  Malheur  County  as  "0. 1638°,  or  16%  and  Dependency  on  BLM 
forage  for  Malheur  County  as  "0. 1800* .  or  18%, 

In  sharp  contrast.  RMP  2-83  states,  and  Table  2-35  shows  "beef  cattle 
production  in  Malheur  and  Harney  Counties  has  a  calculated  dependency  on 
BLM  forage  of  50.0  and  34.6  percent,  respectively ."  BLM  has  relied  on 
Oregon  State  University  information,  and  swept  the  USDA  Information  used 
in  the  preparation  of  the  ICBEMP  report  under  the  rug.  The  RMP  fails  to 
even  mention  the  alternative  USDA  figures  on  BLM  forage  dependency.  This 
is  particularly  egregious,  given  that  the  data  presented  in  the  RMP  was 
also  prepared  by  Ms.  Frewing- Runyon. 

Given  such  omission  and  oversight,  the  public  can  only  assume  that  BLM 
selectively  presented  and  analyzed  data  and  information  that  was  biased 
in  favor  of  the  public  lands  livestock  industry,  and  failed  to  conduct  a 
thorough,  reasoned  and  scientifically  credible  analysis  of  alternatives 
and  impacts. 

Grazing  permits  have  no  legally  recognized  value  as  private  property.  The 
structure  and  rationale  used  by  BLM  in  analyses  throughout  the  RMP 
contain  deep  biases  towards  shoring  up  the  livestock  industry,  despite 
this  fact  that  there  is  no  Inherent  "right"  associated  with  holding  a 
federal  grazing  permit.  The  BLM's  preferred  alternative  goes  through 
contortions  to  Justify  perpetuating  excessive  and  destructive  numbers  of 
livestock  on  public  lands.  There  Is  no  necessity  for  BLM  to  perpetuate 
activities  which  harm  public  lands.  Recently,  this  has  been  clearly  and 
cleanly  upheld  by  the  10th  Circuit. 

BLM's  preferred  alternative  RMP  3-220:  "continue  to  provide  for  customary 
uses  "  is  not  consistent  with  a  broad  range  of  other  legal  mandates  — 

FLPMA.  Clean  Water  Act.  Fundamentals  of  Rangeland  Health,  etc. 


RMP  2-82  discusses  "the  Obermiller  report  ",  and  "grazing  multipliers", 
and  cites  this  report  as  a  basis  for  discussion  of  agriculture  and 
related  industries  as  the  largest  sectors  of  the  Malheur  County  economy. 
Information  presented  by  Dr.  Hans  Radke  as  an  affidavit  in  federal  court 
in  the  Owyhee  River  grazing  lawsuit,  Civ.  No.  98-97-RE,  illuminates 
several  problems  with  the  Obermiller  study,  as  well  as  the  RMP's 
portrayal  of  the  economic  setting  of  southeast  Oregon. 

Relevant  information  from  Dr.  Radke's  Declaration  that  must  be  fully 
analyzed  and  considered  by  BLM  includes: 

-  Most  "Enterprise  Budgets''  prepared  by  Oregon  State  University  show  the 
average  cow- calf  operation  will  realize  a  negative  return  to  land  and 
livestock  ownership. 

-  Most  ranchers  are  in  the  cow  business  for  other  than  financial 
benefits. 

-  Economic  impact  estimates  should  be  viewed  as  something  that  may 
happen,  but  not  necessarily.  For  example,  beef  industry  prices  have 
decreased  by  40  percent  since  1960,  thus  a  total  closure  of  the  beef 
industry  would  have  been  expected. 

-  Obermiller's  report  uses  "output"  changes  in  estimating  economic 
impact,  whereas  personal  income  or  employment  are  the  significant  factors 
In  estimating  economic  impacts. 

-  Malheur  County  Is  designated  by  the  USDA  as  NOT  being  a 
farming-dependent  county.  (Malheur  County  personal  Income  -  $49 1  million 
in  1996,  farm  income  --  $42  million  in  1996). 

-  Malheur  County  is  experiencing  consistent  growth  in  non-farm  payroll 
Jobs. 

BLM's  analysis  of  impacts  of  alternative  D  are  heavily  biased  In  favor  of 
the  livestock  industry,  forecasting  "significant  changes  In  ranch 
operations  ",  a  “  restructuring  of  the  livestock  Industry  in  Harney  and 
Malheur  Counties ",  with  "significant  political  and  social  impacts  ",  and 
contradict  that  of  Ms.  Frewlng-Runyon  in  the  ICBEMP  report . 

Then,  in  its  analysis  of  Alternative  E  and  discussion  of  economic  impacts 
of  the  elimination  of  livestock  grazing  on  BLM  lands  ,  the  RMP  forecasts 
this  would  "reduce  the  productive  capacity  of  the  livestock  Industry  in 
Harney  and  Malheur  Counties  by  14.6  and  50  percent  respectively  '.  An 
outrageous  assumption,  in  light  of  Dr.  Radke's  data. 


The  RMP  discussion  of  the  Affected  Environment  2-83  fails  to  present  an 
accurate  picture  of  the  extent  of  range  Improvements,  and  great  amount  of 
federal  subsidies,  which  have  been  poured  into  BLM  lands  in  southeastern 
Oregon  In  the  past  40  years  to  maintain  an  artificially  high  number  of 
AUMs.  Many  millions  of  federal  dollars  were  spent  in  the  Vale  Project  on 
burning,  spraying,  plowing  up  sagebrush  and  other  native  vegetation, 
planting  exotic  forage  species,  drilling  wells  and  constructing  extensive 
artificial  water  sources  throughout  these  public  lands.  See  our  previous 
discussion.  The  RMP  limits  Its  discussion  of  activities  to  the  past  10 
years,  thus  omitting  full  understanding  of  the  background  of  the  massive 
federal  subsidies  which  have  resulted  in  the  present  artificial  grazing 
context  and  ongoing  ccosystemic  harm. 

The  importance  of  commodity  production  is  overstated  throughout  the  RMP 
The  RMP  does  not  adequately  measure  the  values  and  economic  benefits  of 
non-extractive  uses  of  public  lands.  There  is  compelling  evidence  that 
protection  of  wild  lands  as  wilderness  and  other  specially  managed  or 
designated  areas  is  very  good  for  the  economy.  The  RMP  does  not 
adequately  address  the  following:  What  role  do  BLM  lands  play  in 
attracting  and  retaining  people/  business  to  the  area,  to  Oregon  and 
Idaho?  How  do  roadless  areas,  wildlife  and  scenic  vistas  play  a  role  in 
attracting  and  retaining  people/ business  to  the  area,  to  Oregon  and 
Idaho?  How  will  alternatives  described  in  the  RMP  affect  people /business 
who  are  in  the  area,  or  Oregon  and  Idaho  for  quality  of  life  reasons?  How 
will  alternatives  affect  quality  of  life? 

The  costs  to  taxpayers,  and  the  local  economy,  of  subsidized  public  lands 
grazing  "welfare  ranching"  are  Ignored.  The  RMP  does  not  detail  the  costs 
of  administering  livestock  grazing  on  these  public  lands.  The  costs  in 
resources  impaired  or  lost,  wildlife  habitat  degraded,  and  alternative 
uses  foregone,  as  a  result  of  continuing  livestock  grazing  at  various 
levels  in  southeast  Oregon  BLM  lands,  are  ignored. 

The  RMP  fails  to  discuss  the  economic  and  social  impact  of  the  increasing 
number  of  "hobby"  ranchers  -  or  large  corporations  involved  In  ranching. 
These  individuals  or  entities  enjoy  the  benefits  of  subsidized  public 
lands  grazing,  yet  grazing  Is  an  inconsequential  part  of  their  income. 
Indeed,  this  type  of  rancher,  as  well  as  large  corporate  ranchers, 
commonly  exploits  the  local  work  force  employing  workers  in  low  wage 
Jobs,  and  exporting  profits  from  the  community  . 


BLM  uses  the  same  projected  4%  annual  increase  in  recreation  to  accompany 
this  Alternative  E  —  and  falls  to  consider  the  likelihood  of  a  greater 
annual  Increase  in  recreation  on  affected  lands  once  the  immediate 
negative  impacts  of  grazing  on  recreation  are  eliminated.  This  analysis 
is  unrealistic,  since  removing  negative  livestock  Impacts  and  conflicts 
with  recreation  will  expand  recreational  experiences  and  opportunities  on 
BLM  lands.  The  RMP  defies  all  reason  here  when  il  presents  an  invalid 
analysis  of  some  consequences  of  ending  BLM  livestock  grazing,  stating 
that  native  plant  and  wilderness  Interests  would  have  concerns  (with 
ending  grazing)  because  risks  from  noxious  weeds  would  be  higher.  Risks 
from  noxious  weeds  are  highest  with  continued  ecosystem  disturbance 
caused  by  continued  grazing.  This  type  of  analysis  perpetuates  the 
distorted  reasoning  processes  of  the  deeply  flawed  ICBEMP  alternatives. 

It  is  completely  untenable,  and  is  only  done  by  BLM  in  an  attempt  to 
assemble  some  (albeit  far-fetched)  arguments  against  getting  cows  off 
public  lands. 


BLM  must  prepare  a  complete  cost: benefit  analysis  of  impacts  of  varying 
grazing  levels,  and  adequately  quantify  and  describe  benefits  such  as 
Increased  hunting,  fishing,  and  recreational  opportunities  whtch  would 
accompany  reductions  In  livestock  numbers  at  varying  levels. 

IWP  and  CIHD  recommend  that,  at  a  minimum,  a  supplemental  draft  EIS  be  prepared  with 
reasonable  alternatives  which  fully  address  all  problems  with  the  current  draft  RMP  EIS 
which  are  documented  in  this  comment  letter. 


Respectfully  submitted. 
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Bureau  of  Land  Management  VALE  DISTRICT  BLM 

Edwin  J.  Singleton 
Vale  District  Manager 
100  Oregon  St. 

Vale,  Oregon  97918 
February  10,  1999 


Dear  Ed: 

Following  are  our  comments  on  the  proposed  SE  Oregon  RMP: 

* 

RANGELAND  MANAGEMENT  PLAN  1999 
Mahogany  Unit 

The  overview  for  the  Resource  Management  Plan  covers  issues 
developed  with  the  public's  Input.  Grazing  Is  not  mentioned  though 
It  has  been  the  predominant  land  use  for  the  past  100  years.  This 
suggests  bias  on  the  part  of  the  B.L.M. 

In  regards  to  Endangered  Species:  U.S.  District  Court  Judge 
David  Alan  Ezra  ruled  that  the  Fish  &  Game  and  the  B.L.M.  attempted 
to  prohibit  the  grazing  of  cattle  near  streams  and  potential 
endangered  species  habitat.  He  placed  the  responsibility  for 
proving  endangered  species  habitat  on  the  government  and  said,  "It 
is  neither  practical  nor  just  to  Impose  on  the  rancher  the  burden  of 
proving  the  absence  of  listing  of  species  in  his  allotment"  and  "I 
don't  believe  that  Congress  intended  to  have  good  people  who  are 
trying  to  make  a  decent  living  for  themselves  and  their  families  in 
a  hard  business,  put  out  of  business  based  on  mere  speculation." 

Vale  District  rules  need  to  be  made  for  the  good  of  our  communities 
and  counties,  and  for  the  good  of  our  land. 

In  regards  to  Recreation:  Recreation  and  livestock  grazing 
are  compatible.  Visitors  enjoy  seeing  cattle  and  livestock  on  the 
range  and  have  stated  to  us  that  they  add  to  the  scenic  value. 

The  report  also  peaked  our  attention  when  it  stated  that 
Alternative  C  proposes  68,000  new  acres  of  ACEC's.  Based  on  our 
experience  in  Leslie  Gulch  grazing  will  eventually  be  eliminated  on 
these  ACEC’s  resulting  in  substantial  reduction  of  AUM’s  Note- 
in  the  early  1990 ' s  Jim  May,  B.L.M.  District  Manager,  hired  an 
organization  that  was  anti-grazing  and  not  for  Multiple  use  to 
inventory  the  plant  communities  in  the  Vale  District.  If  the  B  L  M 
intends  to  do  this  inventory  of  the  plants  and  plant  communities, 
they  need  to  hire  professionals  that  are  unbiased  and  are 
knowlegdable  about  good,  healthy  range  management. 

Each  time  B.L.M.  proposes  a  new  ACEC  or  other  similar  designation 
they  mention  that  if  grazing  is  eliminated  now  or  in  the  future  that 
it  is  insignificant  and  will  not  affect  overall  grazing  capacity. 
They  claim  it  will  be  made  up  elsewhere.  These  Incremental 
reductions  are  adding  up  to  very  significant  cuts  instead  of 
restoring  the  grazing  capacity  as  previously  promised.  They  said 
this  almost  40  years  ago  and  are  saying  it  today,  yet  the  reductions 
made  in  the  beginning  of  the  Vale  Project  have  still  not  been 
restored.  _j_ 


Existing  and  proposed  ACEC's  have  been  grazed  for  100  years  or 
more  and  have  apparently  maintained  their  relevant  and  important 
values  (otherwise  there  would  be  no  reason  to  designate  them).  Why 
then  do  they  need  to  be  designated  at  all  (draws  more  attention  to 
them)  and  why  does  historic  land  use  (grazing)  need  to  be  eliminated 
to  protect  them. 

The  Resource  Management  Plan  states  on  3-157-158  that;  "Livestock 
use  would  continue  based  on  existing  permit  stipulations  and 
approved  AMPS.  Any  changes  in  grazing,  including  time  and  intensity 
of  use,  would  be  evaluated  for  impacts  on  the  relevant  and  important 
values  and  would  be  permitted  if  the  values  would  be  maintained  or 
enhanced.  Where  adverse  impacts  are  identified,  existing  livestock 
use  would  be  adjusted  using  a  variety  of  methods,  including  but  not 
limited  to,  fencing,  reduction  in  livestock  numbers,  and  changes  in 
grazing  season.”  The  Resource  Management  Plan  often  references  that 
studies  will  be  conducted  to  determine  whether  livestock  grazing  is 
having  an  effect  on  the  special  features  found  in  an  ACEC.  If  so, 
fencing  or  livestock  management  changes  will  be  implemented. 

Contrary  to  these  statements,  witness  Leslie  Gulch  where  the 
B.L.M.  completely  removed  cattle  from  the  area  without  any 
justification.  In  a  meeting  in  Homedale  concerning  the  final 
decision  on  Leslie  Gulch  the  B.L.M.  District  Manager,  Jim  May, 
essentially  stated;  We  have  done  no  studies  in  Leslie  Gulch,  we 
don’t  plan  on  doing  any,  we  are  just  getting  the  cattle  out."  The 
arrogance  in  this  statement  plus  the  language  in  the  final  decision 
sets  a  precedence  in  terms  of  livestock  grazing  and  its  future  on 
federal  lands.  There  is  no  specific  studies  that  grazing  has  any 
effect  on  the  natural  resources  of  Leslie  Gulch.  There  was  no 
evidence  for  the  BLM  to  change  a  100  year  historical  use  of  an  area. 

Chapter  4-128  states  that  "Grazing  has  not  been  identified  as  a 
major  impact  currently  on  any  of  the  relevant  and  important  values 
of  potential  ACEC's  and  would  continue  as  presently  authorized 
unless  studies  showed  detrimental  effects  to  those  values.”  BLM  has 
?44?J?t0£y  ??  mfklng  these  statements  to  get  ACEC's  established  then 
little  by  little  eliminating  grazing  to  protect  the  values  (witness 
Leslie  Gulch).  Since  no  studies  are  ever  accomplished,  we  suspect 
the  same  trend  will  continue. 

The  B.L.M.  claims  they  are;  "choosing  to  error  on  the 
conservative  side  in  Leslie  Gulch  and  propose  to  eliminate  all 
impacts  that  grazing  by  domestic  ungulates  may  have  on  the  species 
and  their  habitat.”  We  question  why  the  B.L.M.  is  choosing  to  error 
instead  of  finding  out  the  facts  which  should  have  been  done  over 
the  past  40  years  and  then  acting  in  an  appropriate  fashion. 

The  B.L.M.  produced  no  evidence  in  Leslie  Gulch  that  livestock 
grazing  is  any  problem.  In  fact  they  documented  evidence  that 
refutes  their  claims.  They  admit  road  construction  is  the  primary 
disturbance  to  special  status  species  habitat  and  one  of  the  reasons 
that  weeds  have  invaded.  Despite  this  they  closed  the  whole  area 
down  to  grazing. 
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Leslle  Gulch  would  certainly  seen  to  be  the  blueprint  for 
potential  ACEC's.  Why  is  grazing  not  compatible?  Is  there  a  large 
outpouring  of  public  opinion  against  grazing  in  proposed  ACEC’s  or 
is  the  BLM  trying  to  highlight  these  areas  in  hopes  of  trying  to 
encourage  protests  in  areas  currently  ignored  by  the  public. 

When  grazing  is  eliminated  on  federal  lands,  wildlife  will  move 
onto  private  lands  that  are  grazed.  The  tender  shoots  that  come 
back  after  harvesting  a  plant  are  much  more  palatable  and  available 
than  trying  to  reach  inside  old  ungrazed  bluebunch  wheatgrass  wolf 
plants.  Wildlife  are  consistently  moving  into  areas  that  are  grazed 
in  order  to  harvest  the  new  growth.  Some  grazing  of  native  plants 
actually  enhances  their  growth,  so  the  BLM  may  be  getting  an 
opposite  reaction  to  what  they  Intended.  The  public  may  actually 
see  less  game  in  ACEC’s  due  to  no  grazing  than  if  moderate  grazing 
were  allowed  to  continue.  a 


An  increase  of  wildfires  due  to  lack  of  livestock  grazing  is  also 
a  concern.  Fuels  build  up  due  to  a  lack  of  harvesting  them.  This 
has  already  occurred  in  Leslie  Gulch  where  wildfires  have  burned  a 
considerable  area.  Frequent  wildfires,  either  natural  or  man  made 
can  be  far  more  destructive  than  grazing.  If  an  area  burns  quite 
often  the  perennials  are  eventually  replaced  with  annuals  such  as 
cheatgrass  and  medusahead.  The  problem  is  that  the  increase  in 
recreation  will  cause  an  increase  in  wildfire.  This  combined  with 
the  available  fuel  may  ultimately  cause  a  reduction  in  endangered 
species  and  reduce  forage  for  bighorn  sheep.  It  appears  that  a  lack 
of  grazing  will  enhance  wildfires  which  will  have  a  vastly  larger 
impact  on  native  plants  than  livestock  grazing.  A  very  hot  fire  may 
even  destroy  some  of  the  endangered  species'  seed  source. 


- ....  ...  .  pius  nun  proposing  to  restrict 

fire  suppression  (Ch.  4-27)  it  is  very  possible  that  fires  may 
become  more  dominant  and  completely  change  the  habitat.  Endangered 
plant  species  may  be  put  in  more  danger  by  such  an  action  If 
grazing  reduces  fuels  then  wildfires  would  be  less  likely. 

The  BLM  even  admits  in  Ch.4-37  that;  "Grazing  as  proposed  for  the 
Birch  Creek  area,  could  be  used  to  help  enhance  wildlife  forage  and 
cover.  A  small  amount  of  authorized  horse  and/or  cattle  grazing 
could  also  help  to  maintain  the  historic  landscape  and  allow  for 
interpretive  opportunities."  At  this  time,  no  additional  grazing 
on  the  Birch  Creek  Ranch  has  been  approved. 


”, -  FCAo  nujeui  was  supposed  to  reduce 

pressure  on  native  ranges  by  transferring  more  AUM's  to  the 
extensive  seedlngs  developed  in  the  1960's.  If  this  were 
accomplished  then  grazing  could  be  more  easily  eliminated  in  current 
and  potential  ACEC  s.  People  are  constantly  being  brought  in  from 
around  the  world  to  see  the  Vale  project  yet  we  are  certain  it  has 
never  even  met  its  primary  goals  of  restoring  extensive  cuts  and 
transferring  AUM's  out  of  native  ranges. 

.  SJnce  Congress  won!t  act  OD  WSAs-  It  would  appear  that  BLM  is 
taking  their  own  action  without  Congressional  Approval  by 

?»nH9J!ating  aJ’eas  as  A<rECs  or  other  designation,  then  restricting 
land  uses  such  as  grazing  and  road  access.  Where  did  the  tern  ACEC 
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cone  from?  Is  it  legal  and  authorized  by  Congress  or  is  it  just  a 
management  decision  by  BLM  to  control  land  use  in  their  view 
without  Congressional  approval?  This  seems  to  be  subverting 
Congress ' intentions .  Has  the  public  ever  demanded  that  an  area  be 
set  aside  as  an  ACEC  or  similar  designation,  then  be  removed  from 
grazing? 

The  West  was  first  opened  up  to  gain  access  to  its  wide  array  of 
natural  resources  which  would  clearly  have  been  Alternative  A. 

Since  then  federal  regulations  have  been  trending  more  and  more  to 
Alternative  E.  Maybe  we  have  gone  too  far  towards  E  which 
eliminates  economic  production  on  federal  lands.  This  might  be  very 
undesirable  for  the  economy  of  the  West.  Our  suggestion  is  that 
something  closer  to  Alternative  A  or  B  might  be  more  realistic 
rather  than  putting  more  and  more  areas  into  ACEC ' s  then  eliminating 
economic  production.  Over  the  last  40  years  many  millions  of  tax 
dollars  have  been  spent  to  improve  range  production,  but  many  more 
millions  in  cattle  production  have  been  lost  by  the  failure  of  BLM 
to  restore  grazing  capacity  as  promised.  Instead  they  have  been 
busy  making  additional  cuts  to  grazing  capacity  and  putting  more  and 
more  areas  off  limits  to  all  kinds  of  use  in  addition  to  grazing. 

51%  tQ  56%  Qf  Malheur  County’s  total  Income  in  the  1990 1 s,  was 
derived  from  livestock  and  agricultural  products .  Recreation  does 
not  contribute  to  the  County  tax  base  and  support  our  schools 
system . 

(Chapters  quoted  are  from  the  Vale  District  Resource 
Management  Plan) 


signed  fez  ibe  Mahogany  Unit  Bast*: 


j|)rf  .  'fa? 

Duncan  Mackenzie 
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RECEIVED 


Ed  Ssingleton,  District  Mgr 
Vale  District  BLM  Office 
100  Oregon  St  Vale,  OR  97918 

As  a  professional  ecologist  with  some  four  decades  of  active  involvement  in  environmental 
affairs,  I  am  distressed  that  BLM  has  designated  Alternative  C  as  its  preferred  option  for 
implementation  of  the  Southeast  Oregon  Resource  Management  Plan.  BLM  is  custodian 
for  much  of  Oregon’s  fragile  high  desert  country  and  the  rivers  that  provide  the  life-blood 
for  that  magnificent  Oregon  heritage  To  really  assure  that  future  generations  will  enjoy 
and  use  wisely  these  magnificent  lands,  I  urge  that  BLM  adopt  the  very  much 
strengthened  purposes  and  actions  embodied  in  Alternative  D 

Mr  Singleton,  I  grew  up  as  son  of  a  third  generation  Humboldt  County  cattleman,  and 
during  school  vacations,  spent  hundreds  of  hours  helping  handle  cattle.  On  the  Ft.  Baker 
Ranch  soiutheast  of  Eureka,  My  dad,  a  U.C  Davis  graduate,  managed  1000  head  of 
cattle  on  27,000  acres  of  steep  range  land  The  Mad  River  traversed  one  end  of  the 
property,  the  Van  Du  sen  the  other.  I  worked  with  him  planting  willows  at  overused  cattle 
crossings  to  force  the  cows  to  move  to  more  gradual  stream  accesses  1  learned  from  my 
faather  the  importance  of  spreading  cows  across  the  terrain  (  with  water  troughs  and  salt 
licks  as  bait  to  influence  their  preferred  grazing),  and  the  need  for  everlasting  vigilance  to 
assure  the  integrity  of  the  watercourses  that  were  the  lifeblood  of  the  land 

Years  later,  as  a  professor  at  San  Jose  State  College  in  California,  I  brought  college 
classes  to  study  the  ecology  of  Steens  Mountain  I  know  first-hand  the  beauty  and 
environmental  richness  of  that  area,  of  the  Alvord  Desen,  and  of  such  rivers  as  the 
Blitzen,  and  I  know  how  that  richness  stirred  the  minds  of  my  students 
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For  all  these  reasons,  and  particularly  the  lessons  I  learned  in  my  youth  on  the  handling  of 
cattle  on  fragile  mountainous  terrain  and  along  even  more  fragile  rivers  and  streams,  I  am 
disturbed  that  BLM’s  Alternative  C  fails  to  reduce  cattle  grazing  on  lands  where  damage 
has  already  been  demonstrated,  and  along  such  rivers  as  the  Blitzen,  which  I  understand  is 
contrary  to  recommendations  of  your  own  scientists  And  I  have  no  confidence  in 
so-called  “adaptive  management”,  which  too  often  becomes  an  excuse  for  non¬ 
enforcement  of  grazing  permit  limitations 


1  strongly  support  provisions  of  Option  D  to  reduce  livestock  grazing,  particularly  in 
presently  over-stressed  areas  1  also  support  deemphasis  on  fire  suppression  For 
countless  eons,  fire  has  been  a  natural  environmental  rejuvenator  And  I  support 
additional  Scenic  River  status  for  rivers  in  the  region  Let’s  assure  that  these  will  become 
vital  contributors  to  the  enjoyment  of  these  lands  and  resources  for  public  education  and 
recreation  for  future  generations 


fc'-dy/ j  /3nAm4. 
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Ed  Singleton.  Vale  District  Manager 
Vale  District  BLM  Office 
1 00  Oregon  Street 
Vale,  OR  97918 


Subject:  SEORMP 

As  an  occasional  visitor  to  southeast  Oregon,  I  am  always  impressed  with  the  natural 
beauty  and  habitat  value  of  the  High  Desert.  Unfortunately,  I  am  also  impressed  with  the 
considerable  evidence  of  riparian  damage  and  habitat  alteration  caused  by  cattle  grazing. 

As  the  steward  of  this  area.  1  believe  the  BLM  has  the  responsibility  to  ensure  a  program 
of  sustaining  the  habitat  quality  of  the  area  and  conducting  mitigation  and  enhancements 
where  necessary  to  restore  critical  habitat  for  endangered  species. 

Therefore,  I  urge  the  rejection  of  “the  preferred  Alternative  C”  and,  instead,  strengthening 
and  adopting  Alternative  D. 

Thank  you  for  considering  my  comment. 


Cc:  Craig  Hansen,  Bums  District  Manager 
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RECEIVED 

Ed  Singleton  HAR  -  1  1999 

Vale  District  BLM  Office 

1 00  Oregon  Street  VALE  DISTRICT  BLM 

Vale,  Oregon  97918 


Dear  Mr,  Singleton 


I  am  writing  to  you  today  concerning  SEORMP,  I  have  spent  many  weeks  hiking  the 
Pueblos  in  the  spring  and  tall,  skiing  the  Steens  in  winter,  and  generally  traveling  and 
camping  throughout  the  region.  As  I  mderstand  it,  the  preferred  alternative  C 
basically  is  a  status  quo  proposal  For  the  BLM  to  advocate  such  a  proposal  which 
makes  no  major  adjustment  for  grazing  is  astonishingly  ill  advised  in  these  days  of 
conoern  over  grazing  degradation  Especially  galling  is  the  idea  of  allowing  grazing  in 
riparian  zones,  especially  along  the  Blitzen  River.  I  would  prefer  a  management  plan 
with  more  emphasis  on  correcting  grazing  damage  After  all,  the  cattle  and  ranchers 
have  had  their  fair  share  of  these  lands  over  the  years,  how  about  a  timeout? 

Although  it  too  has  deficiencies  Alternative  D  offers  more  protection  to  the  area.  It 
should  be  strengthened  by  excluding  grazing  in  (1)  all  riparian  zones.  (2)  critical 
habitat  for  fish  and  wildlife,  (3)  WSAs,  and  (4)  grazing  allotments  in  fair  or  poor 
condition. 


Thank  you. 


Sincerely. 


CC  i  C.y*  «j  /j6*xfr— 


L- 116 

RECEIVED 

MAR  -  1  1999 

February  26, 1 999  VhLE  DISTRICT  BLM 


Ed  Singleton 
Vale  District  Manager 
Vale  District  BLM  Office 
100  Oregon  Street 
Vale.  Oregon  97918 

RE:  Southeast  Oregon  Resource  Management  Plan 
Dear  Mr.  Singlelon: 

I  am  writing  this  letter  to  urge  the  BLM  to  provide  real  protection  to  BLM  lands  in 
southeast  Oregon.  1  find  that  of  the  SEORMP  alternatives  only  Alternative  D  is 
acceplable,  and  should  be  strengthened  to  provide  better  protection  from  the  detrimental 
effects  of  livestock  grazing. 

For  the  past  five  years  1  have  explored  the  Steens  Mountain,  Pueblo  Mt.  WSA  and  Trout 
C  reek  WSA  areas.  In  addition  to  the  usual  hikes  on  the  Steens  and  along  the  Donner  und 
Blitzen  River,  my  friends  and  I  have  climbed  Pueblo  Mt.,  hiked  the  Desert  Trail  in  the 
Pueblo  Mt.  WSA,  and  hiked  the  Oregon  Canyon  Mountain  area  of  the  Trout  Creeks  with 
descents  into  upper  Whitehorse  Creek.  We  have  also  explored  the  high  ridge  between 
Whitehorse  Creek  and  Oregon  Canyon  Creek. 

Every  time  we  have  visited  BLM  land  in  this  area  of  Oregon  we  have  been  shocked  by 
the  severe  devastation  caused  by  overgrazing!  It  is  not  an  overstatement  to  say  that  we 
have  literally  observed  that  cow  manure  and  evidence  of  overgrazing  can  be  found  on 
every  square  foot  of  the  Pueblo  and  Trout  Creek  Mountains  reachable  by  cattle.  The 
devastation  is  complete  and  the  land  has  been  stripped  of  nearly  all  native  vegetation. 

Whenever  we  visit  SE  Oregon  we  usually  include  a  visit  to  the  Hart  Mountain  NWR, 

The  contrast  between  Hart  Mountain's  abundant  wildflowers,  lush  grasses,  diverse  bud 
and  wildlife  and  the  barren  overgrazed  Pueblo  and  Trout  Creeks  is  remarkable.  The  BLM 
must  realize  that  a  policy  that  allows  one  of  Oregon's  premier  scenic  areas  to  be 
destroyed  by  grazing  cattle  will  not  be  tolerated  by  Oregonians  who  truly  care  about  the 
future  of  this  wonderful  area  of  our  state. 

The  BLM  must  adopt  a  SEORMP  that  protects  this  area  for  the  future.  Livestock  grazing 
must  be  stopped  on  all  sensitive  BLM  lands  including  the  Pueblo  Mt.  And  Trout  Creek 
and  other  WSA's,  and  all  riparian  areas,  areas  of  critical  environmental  concern.  Wild 
and  Scenic  Rivers  and  other  areas  devastated  by  decades  of  overgrazing. 
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DOBBINS,  McCURDY  &  YU,  LLP. 


RECEIVED 


Please  reject  Alternative  C  of  the  SEORP  and  choose  a  strengthened  Alternative  D  that 
puts  real  teeth  into  rules  that  protect  BLM  lands  from  overgrazing. 


Richard  G  Dobbin* 
Hank  McCukdy 
Chuck  Yi. 


HAR  -  1  1999 

DISTRICT  BLM 


1-At.  al  Assistant 

Lisa  Mason 


Sincerely, 


cc:  Craig  Hansen 

Bums  District  Manager 
Bums  District  BLM  Office 
HC  74-12533  Hwy  20  West 
Hines,  OR  97738 


February  26,  1999 


Ed  Singleton 
Vale  District  Manager 
Vale  District  BLM  Office 
100  Oregon  Street 
Vale,  OR  97918 

RE:  Future  of  Oregon’s  High  Desert 

Dear  Mr.  Singleton: 

I  have  spent  some  time  in  Southeastern  Oregon.  I  urge  that 
Alternative  C  be  rejected  and  that  instead  Alternative  D  be 
adopted.  I  urge  that  Alternative  D  be  improved,  however.  It  is 
my  understanding  that  the  beef  production  in  Southeast  Oregon's 
High  Desert  is  a  very  small  portion  of  beef  that  is  produced 
overall.  I  know  that  I  rarely  eat  hamburger  or  beef  anymore  and 
I  know  that  beef  consumption  has  reduced  drastically  in  the  last 
10  years  nationwide.  I  know  that  livestock  prices  have  been  down 
for  about  eight  years  and  haven't  significantly  come  very  far  off 
the  bottom. 

It  is  my  opinion  that  the  tradeoff  to  be  made  from  reducing 
grazing  in  the  Southeast  Oregon  area  will  prove  to  be  a  far 
greater  bounty  to  the  residents  of  that  area  than  beef  production 
will  ever  be  in  the  future. 


As  I  am  sure  you  will  agree,  it  is  an  area  of  immense 
beauty.  The  scenic  and  recreational  values  will  only  be  enhanced 
by  reducing  cattle  grazing  and  it  will  only  be  a  few  more  years 
unfortunately  (in  my  view)  until  that  area  is  discovered.  I 
foresee  a  significant  influx  in  tourism  and  recreational  outdoor 
use.  for  the  area  generally  in  the  coming  years. 

I  have  sympathy  for  the  ranchers  but  just  like  the  loggers 
and  just  like  the  luddites  at  the  dawn  of  the  Industrial 
Revolution  in  Britain,  they  will  have  to  adapt. 


Very  truly  yours, 
Hank  McCurdy 


HM:  lm 

cc:  Craig  Hansen,  Burns  District  Manager 
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RECEIVED 

HAR  -  1  1999 

\AlE  DISTRICT  BLM 

February  26, 1999 

Ed  Singleton,  Vale  District  Manager 
Vale  District  BLM  Office 
100  Oregon  Street 
Vale,  OR  9791 8 

Dear  Mr.  Singleton, 

I  am  writing  in  regards  to  the  Southeast  Oregon  Resource  Management 
Plan/Environmental  Impact  Statement  currently  receiving  consideration.  Since  1  am 
a  frequent  traveler  (for  recreation  purposes)  to  the  region,  1  want  to  add  my  opinion. 

The  Alternative  “D”  which  emphasizes  “Natural  Values”  is  the  option  1  would 
prefer  seeing  enacted.  While  1  recognize  the  need  to  permit  continue  grazing  in  the 
region,  it  is  important  that  Alternative  D  be  strengthened  to  exclude  grazing  from 
nparian  areas,  sensitive  areas,  and  designated  Wilderness  Study  Areas. 

Thank  you  very  much  for  your  consideration. 


cc:  Jim  Kenna,  Bums  District  Manager 


RECEIVED 

MAR  -  1  1999 

VV.L2  DISTRICT  BLM 

Feb.  22,  1999 


Ed  Singleton,  Vale  District  Manager 
Vale  District  Office,  BLM 
100  Oregon  Street 
Vale  OR  97918 


Dear  Mr.  Singleton: 

My  family  and  I  have  visited  the  Steens  Mountain  area  several 
times  and  will  be  going  back  as  often  as  possible.  While  we 
are  not  anti-ranching,  we  do  believe  that  public  lands  should 
be  managed  for  other  values  than  just  cattle.  As  citizens, 
we  think  that  these  marvelous  places  should  be  managed  for 
water  quality,  fish,  recreation  and  preservation  of  desert 
beauty  as  well  as  for  preserving  a  few  ranch  families'  way 
of  life. 

Therefore,  regarding  the  proposed  Southeast  Oregon  Resource 
Management  Plan,  we  totally  agree  with  Oregon  Natural  Desert 
Association's  viewpoint  that  Alternative  D  should  be  strength¬ 
ened  and  adopted. 

Specifically,  we  would  ask  that  livestock  grazing  be  excluded 
from  wild  and  scenic  rivers  such  as  the  Blitzen  and  Owyhee, 
from  critical  fish  and  wildlife  habitat,  from  areas  of  critical 
environmental  concern,  from  wilderness  study  areas,  and  from 
grazing  allotments  in  fair  or  poor  condition. 

In  addition,  your  "adaptive  management"  euphemism  really  means 
locking  the  barn  door  after  the  horse  is  stolen.  You  know 
what  grazing  damage  is  and  how  it  progresses.  The  time  to 
check  the  damage  or  to  prevent  it  is  now  by  writing  and  en¬ 
forcing  real  guidelines  and  rules. 

Beautiful  as  it  is  now,  I  would  hope  that  my  grandchildren 
may  see  a  protected  and  enhanced  Oregon  high  desert. 


Very  truly  yours, 
)//.  | 


cc:  Craig  Hansen,  Burns  Dist.  Mgr.  BLM 
Hines  OR 
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Friday,  February  26, 1999 

Ed  Singleton,  Vale  District  Manager 
Vale  District  BLM  Office 
100  Oregon  Street 
Vale,  OR  97918 


RECEIVED 

MAR  -  1  1999 

VALE  DISTRICT  BLM 


February  25.  1999 

Ed  Singleton,  Vale  District  Manager 
Vale  District  BLM  Office 
100  Oregon  Street 
Vale,  OR  97918 

RE  SEORMP 


RECEIVED 
MAR  -  I  099 

VALE  DISTRICT  BLM 


Comments  on  SEORMP: 


Dear  Ed  Singleton 


1) 


2) 


3) 


4) 


5) 


Poor  management  and  overgrazing  of  livestock  on  our  public  lands  has 
already  caused  huge  losses  of  biodiversity  and  exacerbated  the  proliferation  of 
many  non-nabve  spec.es.  Past  and  current  grazing  practices  have  ra.sed  water 

^T'  S  .,  Water  t’ual,t>'-  reduced  s™mer  in-stream  flows,  and 
exacerbated  winter  and  spring  floods. 

Alternative  C  of  the  SEORMP  allows  continued  grazing  in  many  areas  that 
are  wholly  unstated  for  cattle  Even  the  BLM's  own®  scientists  have  ^.e  dot, 

BHt^*  p  Ti?  tHt’  3'°°°  Kead  °f  catUe  that  Sraze  alon8  *e  WUd  and  Scenic 
BUtzen  River.  Alternative  C  fails  to  call  for  livestock  grazing  reductions  even 
when  resource  damage  occurs.  Alternative  C  should  be  rejected  and  a 
strengthened  Alternative  D  should  be  implemented  while  we  still  have  the 

the  numemus  threatened  and  endangered  species  that 
will  become  extinct  if  current  overgrazing  is  allowed  to  continue 

Alternative  D  is  the  best  option  on  the  table  and  should  be  strengthened  It  is 
time  to  nominate  the  289  miles  of  over  for  WUd  and  Scenic  status.  WM  and 
Scenic  majestic  nvers  free  of  livestock  would  bnng  more  long  term  economic 
benefits  for  Southeast  Oregon  than  short-sighted  overgrazing  practices 

100  ‘SH°‘  a^t!fdlh,HrlaJ  ”  °f  this  land'  "  lsa  practice  that  in  less  than 

orjlkSe  Hunfinv  ‘he  desert  ecosytems  almost  to  the  point 

arc^!r^  iH  g’  ^  and  camPln8  are  traditional  uses  of  thus  land  which 
e  adversely  impacted  by  the  overabundance  of  cattle  on  public  land  1  have 

MoTn^/ai1  de^Zd  fr°m  fUjly  en,°yln8  the  Puhhc  lands  ,n  the  Steens 
Mountain/  AJvord  Desert  area  because  there  are  so  many  cattle  on  these  public 
ands  wlud.  dimimsh  the  wilderness  and  aesthetic  traits  of  the  landscape?^ 

*  a  "’ana8ement"  is  inadequate  justification  for  allowing  operators  to 
graze  beyond  their  permit  limits.  This  controversial  practice  will  not  Lprove 
9uahty  of  our  public  lands.  It  is  contrary  to  the  principles  of  ecosystem 
management  and  will  result  in  further  adverse  impacts  on  native  s^ 

More  Area  of  Critical  Environmental  Concern  (ACECs)  are  needl'd  to  studv 
and  protect  the  unique  high  desert  species  that  are  vanislg  at  a^mg  rate 
Grazing,  fire  suppression,  motorized  recreation,  and  commercial  logg^T^ 

has  bee  Sr  d  ^  u°’ded  in  areaS  "  here  CTitical  hablta;  for  endangered  speaes 
.endangered  habtiat ?  ^°"  "*  ^  *f  -  don’.  proTec, 


I  have  lived  irt  Oregon  all  of  my  life  Over  the  years  I  have  enjoyed  many  of  our 
state's  scenic  Beaches,  rivers,  parks,  and  wild  places  Several  years  ago  I  visited 
the  Owyhee  Canyonlands  Last  summer,  for  the  first  time,  I  had  the  opportunity 
to  visit  majestic  Steens  Mountain,  the  Alvord  Desert,  and  the  surrounding 
countryside  These  unique  and  awe-inspinng  places  are  truly  treasures  for  all 
Oregonians  to  cherish 

As  evident  as  the  stark  Beauty  of  this  wild  country  is  its  fragility  At  this  critical 
juncture  in  planning  for  our  public  lands  in  this  region,  I  encourage  you  to  reject 
Alternative  C  and  choose  instead  an  alternative  that  will  provide  the  greatest 
possible  protection  for  this  sensitive  ecosystem  and  its  critical  fish  and  wildlife 
habitat. 

Let's  make  sure  we  put  enough  teeth  into  our  Resource  Management  Plan  to 
adequately  limit  livestock  grazing  in  our  rivers  and  ripanan  areas  I  believe  this  is 
essential  to  prevent  degradation  of  Oregon’s  high  desert  wildlands 

I  look  forward  to  many  more  visits  to  Steens  Mountain  with  hope  that  the  wild 
creatures  that  live  in  this  rugged  terrain  will  survive  and  thrive. 

Respectfully, 


Cc:  Craig  Hansen.  Bums  Distnct  Manager 

Bums  District  BLM  Office 
HC  74-12533  HWY  20  West 
Hines,  OR  97738 
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RECEIVED 
MAR  -  1  1999 

VALE  DISTRICT  BLM 


Ed  Singleton,  Vole  District  Manager 
Vale  District  BLM  Office 
100  Oregon  Street 
Vale  OR  97918 


Dear  Sir. 


I  wish  to  comment  on  the  Draft  Southeast  Oregon  Resource  Management 
Plon/Envlronmental  Impact  Stotement. 

Neither  ttie  no-actlon  Alternative  B  nor  the  'Commodity  Production” 
Alternative  A  provides  enough  protection  tor  resources  In  the  planning  area 
Both  too  much  human  Intervention  and  too  little  (as  In  the  non-NEPA 
Oregon  VS  ^  woulcl  de  imaging  to  the  fragile  environment  of  Southeastern 

The  Preferred  Alternative  C,  the  hybrid  "natural  values/commodity 
production  .might  be  more  protective  than  Alternatives  A  B  and  E  but 
Alternative  C  Is  too  similar  to  Alternatives  A  and  B. 

It  seems  to  me  that  the  Objectives  and  the  Desired  Range  of  Future 
Conditions  are  most  likely  to  be  met  by  Alternative  D.  the  'Natural  Values” 
Alternative.  For  example,  this  Alternative  uses  language  such  as  ’promote 
progress  In  place  of  'allow  progress"  toward  the  attainment  of  State  water 
AtiarlV,  i°r  nard  n  discusses  restoration  of  habitat,  not  just  maintenance. 
Alternative  D  calls  for  more  National  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers,  more 

\U/2hit'if!(5Eed5nd  !yp®s  of  recreation,  and  less  use  of  Off  Highway 
Vehicles  than  does  Alternative  C. 

1  understand  that  the  Bureau  ot  Land  Management  Is  committed  to  multiple 

tho  Hl?hiiIr0innHnuClnd  that  mul,lple  use  includes  cattle  grazing  allotments  on 
the  public  land.  However,  grazing  must  not  be  allowed  to  degrade  other 
resources.  The  Adaptive  Management  model  would  need  steady  and 
serious  monitoring  to  prevent  degradation  of  rangeland.  Rules  and 
guidelines  might  be  safer  to  administer.  In  particular,  grazing  should  not  be 
permitted  in  many  tvpes  of  sensitive  areas:  Wilderness  Study  Areas  and 
*  K-,a?duScenlc  Rivers  and  0l+ier  riparian  dreas,  critical  tlsh  and 
wildlife  habitat.  It  seems  obvious  to  close  allotments  which  are  In  poor 
condition. 


,h,f  °f2zir°  i$sue  ls  complicated  by  the  Intermixture  of  public  and 
private  land  and  the  requirements  of  the  Endangered  Species  Act  I  found 
the  discussion  In  Appendix  T  about  the  Catlow  Conservation  Agreement 
th°.nfK9K  illuminating.  Action  on  the  BLM  lands  to  Improve  conditions  for 
them  )  m  °h* r8$U  1  n  oc,lons  on  Prlvo,e  lands  which  would  be  detrimental  to 

My  husband  and  I  have  spent  o  lot  of  time  during  the  last  thlrtyfive  years  on 
=rt°iUn,a  n'  c<^Pln?  at  Pa°8  Springs,  scrambling  down  to  Wlldhorse 

FkhTnko  nlthe  i«.P  °'  K  °Sr  Gorfle-  walking  out  from  o  campsite  at 

Fish  Lake  to  watch  deer,  sitting  quietly  to  watch  hawks  or  flowers  or  the 
awesome  desert  below.  Our  son  has  run  the  Steens  Rim  Run  a  couple  of 
InerJi  ke  k?' rv  rT’uch1,°  see  Permanent,  federal  protection  for  the 

J[rep  ?KCe.abl?  "0,ur°  v°lues  of  fhls  unique  region.  However,  It  Is  by  no 
means  clear  that  a  National  Conservation  Area  would  be  sufficiently 
protective.  Multiple  use.  especially  livestock  grazing.  Is  not  appropriate  to  this 

FlnaNy.  I  appreciate  the  huge  amount  of  Information  (and  work)  contained  In 
the  two  volumes  and  the  map  pocket  of  the  draft. 


Sincerely, 

- - 

Barbara  Dudman 
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received 

MAR  -  1  1999 

VALE  DISTRICT  BLM 


Vale  District  BLM 
100  Oregon  Street 
Vale,  OR  97918 

Subject:  Southeastern  Oregon  RMP 
Attention:  Ed  Singleton,  District  Manager 
Dear  Mr.  Singleton: 

Over  the  past  40  years,  I  have  made  many  trips  to  SE  Oregon  to  look 
at  birds  and  wild  flowers,  to  hike  and  backpack  and  to  fish.  The  Malheur 
Wildlife  Refuge  and  Steens  Mountain  have  been  the  most  visited  areas 
with  the  occasional  trip  to  the  Pueblo  and  Trout  Creek  Mountains. 

GRAZING.  My  foremost  concern  is  the  restoration  of  the  natural 
values  of  the  region  and  the  retention  of  those  few  areas  where  the 
ecology  has  survived  the  onslaught  of  the  comings  of  our  mostly  European 
forebears.  To  this  end,  the  grazing  of  domestic  livestock  (cows,  sheep  and 
horses)  needs  to  be  carefully  considered.  Much  of  this  is  arid  country  has 
been  severely  over  grazed  for  well  over  a  century.  Much  of  the  range  is  in 
poor  to  fair  condition  from  a  combination  of  factors  starting  with 
overgrazing  a  long  time  ago  that  removed  most  of  the  grasses  that 
allowed  periodic  wild  fires  to  bum  the  range  and  keep  the  sagebrush  and 
juniper  from  dominating  the  land  as  it  does  over  so  much  of  the  vast  area 
now.  And  our  'Smoky  the  Bear'  mentality  of  controlling  wild  fires  only  has 
exasperated  the  situation. 

To  me  part  of  the  solution  is  cut  way  back  on  grazing  so  there  is  dry 
grass  left  to  bum  and  use  prescribed  fires  to  try  and  get  the  range  closer  to 
the  condition  before  domestic  grazing  started.  You  hear  the  term  "My 
ranch  and  allotment  is  in  better  condition  than  when  my  grandfather  had 
the  place".  The  is  likely  true  but  is  misses  the  point,  it  does  not  compare  to 
the  pre  grazing  conditions  of  the  grass  being  belly  high  to  a  horse  between 
widely  scattered  sagebrush  plants  that  early  pioneers  described. 


The  No  Action  Alternative  B  also  has  too  much  grazing. 

Your  Alternative  A  takes  grazing  in  the  wrong  direction.  With  so 
much  of  the  range  in  poor  to  fair  condition,  it  would  seem  that  in  the  long 
run,  the  condition  of  the  open  range  would  be  further  degraded. 

And  your  Alternative  E  is  a  little  to  severe  and  unresponsive  to  the 
needs  of  the  land  and  the  local  people.  Limited  grazing  still  has  a  place  in 
the  west  on  suitable  public  lands.  And  by  suitable  I  mean  range  in  good 
and  excellent  condition  that  is  grazed  in  such  a  manner  as  to  keep  in  that 
good  and  excellent  condition  by  such  means  as  rest  rotations  and  timed 
grazing  that  leaves  some  of  the  forage  on  the  range  to  disperse  its  seed, 
propagate  fire  and  provide  for  browse  native  animals.  This  alternative 
also  does  not  provide  for  prescribed  bums  and  other  means  to  help  restore 
the  land. 

Please  keep  my  name  on  your  mailing  list  (Note  change  of  address) 
for  this  project  and  send  me  your  final  RMP  and  decision  document. 

Sincerely  yours, 

W* 

Bob  Powne 

CC:  Burns  District  BLM 


Scattered  across  this  and  comer  of  Oregon,  are  areas  containing 
streams,  small  lakes  and  wetlands.  These  are  areas  that  grazing  of 
domestic  livestock  needs  to  be  essentially  eliminated.  It  is  these  ripanan 
zones  that  are  so  attractive  to  stock  as  it  is  about  the  only  place  where 
grass  and  shrubs  now  grow  in  this  arid  landscape.  So  the  banks  get 
trampled  and  broken  down,  and  the  shrubs  and  trees  that  could  provide 
shade  and  cover  for  fish  are  consumed.  Grazing  has  been  eliminated  from 
some  of  the  Steens  Mountain  canyons,  but  I  wonder  how  much  trespass  by 
cows  occurs  based  on  my  past  observation  of  cows  in  the  upper  meadows 
of  the  mountain  which  were  off  limits  to  them. 

In  many  places,  cattle  tromping  of  the  stream  banks  has  lead  to 
erosion  and  down  cutting  of  the  stream  so  that  the  meadows  are  no  longer 
watered  from  below  because  the  water  table  has  been  lowered.  The 
meadows  are  now  sage  brush  patches.  The  cows  need  to  be  kept  off  these 
meadows  and  stream  banks  with  efforts  taken  to  raise  the  water  table  by 
in  stream  check  dams  etc. 

The  idea  of  a  Steens  National  Conservation  Area  sounds  good  to 
me.  Parts  of  this  NCA  must  be  reduced  fire  suppression  and  the 
incorporation  of  a  major  reduction  in  domestic  animal  grazing  including 
no  grazing  in  the  riparian  zone  to  benefit  fish. 

Would  also  like  to  see  many  miles  of  wild  and  scenic  rivers  proposed 
which  hopefully  would  provide  more  protection  from  grazing  to  benefit 
fish. 

ALTERNATIVES.  My  preferred  Alternative  would  be  an  improved 
Alternative  D.  I  like  its  proposed  Steens  NCA  and  its  generous  proposal 
for  wild  and  scenic  rivers.  I  also  like  its  emphasis  on  ACEC's.  What  it 
needs  is  an  improved  grazing  program  to  allow  the  range  to  move  to  good 
and  excellent  condition.  Part  of  this  is  a  reduction  in  fire  suppression  and 
where  appropriate  prescribed  fires.  The  npanan  areas  need  complete 
protection  from  grazing.  Where  possible,  and  if  grazing  is  appropriate  in 
the  uplands,  water  should  be  piped  from  the  stream  to  cattle  troughs  with 
float  control  valves  away  from  the  riparian  areas. 

Your  preferred  Alternative  C  has  too  much  emphasis  on  grazing  and 
is  short  on  proposed  wild  and  scenic  river  miles. 
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February  25,  1999 

Edwin  J,  Singleton 
Vile  Diitrict  Office 
100  Oregon  Street 
Vale.  OR  97918 

Re  Comments  on  draft  Southeast  Oregon  Resource  Management  Plan  /  EIS 
Mr  Singleton, 

After  reviewing  the  RMP /EIS  documents  1  feet  the  people  involved  should  be  complimented  for  the  most 
pan  as  this  is  a  document  that  can  be  used  to  manage  the  public  lands  in  SE  Oregon  for  the  years  to  come. 

The  following  comments  address  areas  that  I  believe  need  to  be  modified  or  changed  to  better  manage  the 
resource  in  the  future 

The  only  area  that  I  felt  was  out  of  line  in  regards  to  local  public  concerns  was  the  compilation  of  the  areas 
that  may  qualify*  for  special  use,  i  e  RNA's  or  ACEC's  It  is  absolutely  deplorable  and  unethical  to  turn  to 
a  non-local  special  interest  group  (TNC)  and  pay  them  to  compile  a  list  of  potential  sites.  1  fail  to  see 
where  these  sites  meet  the  relevance  or  importance  necessary  to  qualify  them  for  inclusion  The  extreme 
cooperation  by  the  BLM  and  TNC,  in  this  case  illustrates  what  many  local  people  and  local  county 
governments  fear  -  the  feet  that  non-local  environmental  organizations  are  driving  the  planning  and 
implementation  of  nearly  all  land  use  decisions.  1  urge  the  BLM  to  not  consider  any  new  special  land  use 
designations  until  the  locally  affected  people  and  governments  desire  the  designation  I  further  believe  that 
FLPMA’s  definition  of  ACEC  is  not  being  followed  in  that  these  proposed  special  use  areas  are  NOT 
“areas  within  public  lands  where  special  management  attention  is  required  to  protect  and  prevent 
irreparable  damage  or  to  protect  life  and  safety  from  natural  hazards.” 

Specific  areas  that  need  to  be  modified 

1) .  The  maps  illustrating  livestock  exclusion  (JRA)  need  to  be  modified  on  the  west  side  of  Cow 
Creek  below  Cow  Lakes  The  maps  show  that  livestock  do  not  utilize  areas  west  of  the  creek  This  is 
absolutely  not  the  case,  as  livestock  use  historically  has  and  does  occur  on  an  annual  basis  well  within  the 
boundaries  of  the  shaded  livestock  exclusion  areas.  It  was  pointed  out  during  the  information  meetings 
held  around  the  area  that  this  was  an  area  that  was  just  overlooked  and  certainly  would  be  modified  in  the 
final  draft 

2)  The  specific  areas  mentioned  above  include  in  the  shaded  area  (livestock  exclusion)  private  lands 
that  are  owned  in  whole  or  in  part  by  Skinner  Ranches,  Inc  This  should  be  removed  from  the  shaded  area 

3)  Appendices  E.  page  237,  Antelope  Allotment  21002 

The  season  of  use  should  be  4/01  ->  12/31  as  a  new  AMP  has  been  drawn  up  to  allow  more  flexibility  in 
season  of  use  There  are  no  more  AUM's  bang  used  or  asked  for,  just  increasing  the  season  of  use  to  allow 
for  early  winter  use  to  improve  the  resource  when  BLM  and  the  permittee  agree  See  p  404  season  of  use, 
we  would  like  the  option  of  use  during  late  fell  and  winter  while  plants  are  dormant  as  a  management  tool 

4) .  The  draft  documents  do  not  include  a  list  of  livestock  excluded  areas,  therefore  it  is  impossible  to 
know  what  is  or  what  is  not  included  BLM  needs  to  include  for  our  rev  iew  a  list  of  livestock  excluded 
areas  in  the  next  document 
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Antelope  Annexes  in  the  Antelope  Allotment  tpectftolly  should  be  excluded  from  »ny  list  of 
areas  of  exclusion,  as  we  have  historically  used  this  pasture  and  feel  that  it  is  an  integral  part  of  our  gnmrot 
rotation  system.  s 


Sincerely, 


2/25/99 

Ed  Singleton 
Vale  District  Manager 
Vale  District  BLM  Office 
100  Oregon  St. 

Vale,  OR  9791 8 


RECEIVED 

MAR  -  1  1999 

VALE  DISTRICT  BLM 


Dear  Mr  Singleton  N 

1  would  like  to  comment  on  the  Southeast  Oregon  Resource  Management  Plan 
(SEORMP). 

I  favor  Alternative  D.  This  alternative  would  provide  stewardship  that  I  feel  is  in  the 
best  long-term  interest  of  the  land  and  resources  However,  I  would  strengthen  limits 
on  grazing,  which  continues  io  seriously  degraded  land  and  riparian  habitat 

I  oppose  Alternative  C.  This  sacrifices  the  integrity  and  health  of  the  habitat  and 
ecosystem  in  order  to  keep  widespread  and  intensive  grazing  Ranchers  have  been 
calling  the  shots  on  land  we  all  own,  and  the  result  has  been  serious  degradation  of 
habitat  and  ecosystems  Alternative  C  would  more  or  less  continue  this  tradition 
Alternative  C  and  “Adaptive  management,  '  as  described,  would  inordinately  favor 
ranchers,  and  not  to  the  owners  (citizens)  or  residents  (plants  and  animals)  of  the  land 

Only  by  selecting  a  strengthened  alternative  D,  BLM  would  be  “walking  the  lalk” 
regarding  ecosystem  management  principles. 

Thank  you  for  considering  my  views  on  this  and  I  appreciate  your  efforts  to  select  the 
best  management  plan. 


Cc  Craig  Hansen 
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February  25,  1999 


Mr.  Ed  Singleton.  Vale  District  Manager 
Vale  District  BLM  Office 
1 00  Oregon  Street 
Vale.  OR  97918 


Dear  Mr.  Singleton 

I  am  writing  you  concerning  the  Southeast  Oregon  Resource  Management  PI 
you  to  reject  Alternative  C  in  favor  of  much  stronger  measures  to  protect  and 
this  region. 


an  I  urge 
improve 


I  urge  you  to  choose  a  stronger  version  of  Alternative  D  An  improved  version  of 
Alternative  D  should  exclude  livestock  grazing  from  critical  fish  habitat,  other  riparian 
areas,  Areas  of  Critical  Environmental  Concern,  and  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers.  I  am  a 
frequent  visitor  to  the  Blitzen  and  Owyhee  rivers  for  natural  history  study,  and  I  know 
firsthand  the  degradation  of  these  areas  due  to  livestock  grazing 

In  addition,  I  am  very  concerned  that  'adaptive  management"  will  not  be  effective  in 
protecting  these  public  lands.  We  need  sound  standards  and  guidelines  with  effective 
tracking  of  compliance. 


It  is  essential  that  we  reduce  the  effects  of  excessive  grazing.  We  need  to  greatly 
reduce,  and  where  needed  eliminate,  livestock  grazing  that  damages  public  lands, 
best  means  of  accomplishing  this  is  a  strengthened  version  of  Alternative  D. 

Sincerely, 
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24  February  1999 

Ed  Singleton 
Vale  District  BLM  Office 
100  Oregon  Street 
Vale  OR  97918 


RECEIVED 
MAR  -  1  1999 

VALE  DISTRICT  BLM 


Dear  Mr  Singleton, 

Please  add  my  comments  to  the  public  record  for  the  SEORMP 
Please  reject  your  preferred  Alternative  C. 

Please  select  and  modify  Alternative  D. 

Please  add  language  to  Alternative  D  to  significantly  and  seriously  limit  livestock  grazing 
Because  ail  overgrazed  lands,  at  all  levels  of  degradation,  need  to  be  restored  to  their 
original  use.  This  use  is  the  nourishment  of  the  native  species,  not  the  introduced  cattle. 

Specifically,  a  modified  Alternative  D  should  exclude  livestock  from  wild  and  scenic 
rivers,  wilderness  study  areas,  ACECs,  in  fact,  all  areas  (despite  their  designation)  that 
have  critical  fish  and  wildlife  habitat 


It  is  not  enough  to  just  stop  the  increase  in  livestock  use.  It  is  time  to  rehabilitate 
overgrazed  areas  The  areas  covered  under  SEORMP  are  just  as  much  my  property  (in  a 
philosophical  if  not  legal  sense)  as  they  are  the  property  of  your  current  permittees.  I  am 
just  as  much  a  taxpayer  as  these  grazing  permittees  I  believe  that  I  have  as  much  right  to 
ask  for  the  restoration  of  these  lands  and  for  their  maintenance  for  the  benefit  of  the  native 
wildlife. 

I  deeply  resent  the  fact  that  my  tax  monies  are  subsidizing  these  ranchers,  either  through 
artificially  low  grazing  fees  or  by  letting  them  continue  to  degrade  these  public  lands. 

And  I  am  particularly  skeptical  of  your  bureau's  recent  infatuation  with  “adaptive 
management”  Without  definitive  guidelines  and  without  continuous  and  comprehensive 
monitoring  adaptive  management  won’t  be  worth  the  paper  on  which  it’s  printed. 


Thank  you. 


Sincerely, 


RECEIVED 

MAR  -  1  1999 

VALE  DISTRICT  BLM 
Feb  19,  1999 


Vale  District  BLM  Office 
100  Oregon  Street 
Vale,  OR  97918 

Mr.  Ed  Singleton,  Vale  District  Manager 

I  am  writing  to  request  that  you  give  additional  consideration  to  the  Southeast 
Oregon  Resource  Management  Plan  "C",  which  will  not  limit  livestock  grazing  to 
protect  and  preserve  precious  habitat  for  the  kit  fox,  the  Lahoman  cutthroat  trout,  and 
endangered  populations  of  sage  grouse  As  I  understand  it,  the  majority  of  the  6.3 
million  acres  in  question  are  wholly  unsuitable  for  cattle  grazing,  yet  the  BLM's 
preferred  alternative  (C)  does  nothing  to  change  the  status  quo 

I  am  urging  you  to  reject  Alternative  C;  the  “adaptive  management"  that  this 
plan  is  based  on  will  not  work  without  constant  monitoring,  a  statistical  and  financial 
impossibility  Alternative  C,  is  designed  to  "protect  natural  values  while  allowing  for 
commodity  production,"  and,  while  Alternative  C  attempts  to  "do  it  alt,"  this  option  is 
seriously  flawed. 

Alternative  C‘ 

*  falls  to  call  for  any  livestock  grazing  reductions,  even  when 
resource  damage  occurs, 

"  allows  3,000  cows  to  continue  grazing  along  the  Wild  and  Scenic  Blitzen 
River,  contrary  to  agency  scientists'  recommendations: 

‘  nominates  only  43  out  of  289  river  miles  that  are  eligible  for  Wild  and 
Scenic  River  status; 

proposes  a  Steens  Mountain  National  Conservation  Area,  but  makes  no 
changes  to  grazing  management  there; 

*  leaves  the  overwhelming  majority  of  the  planning  area  (3.8 
million  acres)  open  to  off-road  vehicle  use,  while  closing  less  than  1% 
of  the  area(22,000  acres)  to  OR  Vs; 

*  relies  on  controversial  "adaptive  management,"  a  tool  the  BLM  has 
used  in  the  past  to  justify  allowing  livestock  operators  to  graze  beyond  the 
limits  of  the  their  permits;  and 

falls  to  satisfy  the  SEORMP's  stated  intent  to  adhere  to  ecosystem 
management  principles. 
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l'm  urging  you  to  choose  a  “strengthened"  Alternative  D  that  excludes 
livestock  grazing  from: 

"  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers,  such  as  the  Blitzen  and  Owyhee  Rivers; 

*  Riparian  areas; 

*  Critical  fish  and  wildlife  habitat; 

■  Areas  of  Critical  Environmental  Concern; 

*  Wilderness  study  areas;  and 

"  Grazing  allotments  in  "fair"  or  "poor"  condition. 

A  strengthened  and  improved  Alternative  D  is  the  BLM's  -  and  the  land's 
-best  bet  Alternative  D  comes  much  closer  to  meeting  the  SEORMP's 
ecosystem  management  goals  Alternative  D  would: 

*  allow  for  reductions  in  livestock  grazing  levels; 

*  emphasize  undeveloped  types  of  recreation; 

"  de-emphasize  fire  suppression; 

"  restore  or  close  recreation  sites  where  natural  values  are  jeopardized 
by  overuse; 

"  add  26  new  Areas  of  Critical  Environmental  Concern,  totaling  191 ,000  acres; 

*  propose  289  river  miles  for  federal  Wild  and  Scenic  River  status. 

Still,  Alternative  D  needs  improvement  It  fails  to  set  reasonable  limits 
on  livestock  grazing  and  would  allow  for  the  continued  degradation  of 
cherished  wild  places  such  as  Steens  Mountain  and  the  Alvord  Desert 

If  the  BLM  Intends  to  protect  these  6.3  million  acres  for  future 
generations,  It  MUST  choose  a  strengthened  Alternative  D  plan. 

Please  keep  us  posted  as  to  future  developments  and  decisions  Thank  you 
very  much  for  considering  our  input 


Yours  sincerely. 


Dennis  M.  Fisher 
and 

'K-'  j  d  . 

Kimberly  A.  Wilbur 


February  26,  1999  RECEIVED 

HAR  -  1  1999 

V  :  DISTRICT  BLM 

Ed  Singleton,  Vale  District  Manager 
Vale  District  BLM  Office 
100  Oregon  St. 

Vale,  OR 

Dear  Mr  Singleton, 

I  am  writing  to  comment  on  the  Southeast  Oregon  Resource  Management  Plan. 

For  years,  I  have  been  traveling  to  southeast  Oregon  to  experience  the  unmatched  beauty  and 
solitude  of  Steens  Mountain,  Leslie  Gulch  and  many  other,  more  obscure  locations  on  public  land.  I 
am  always  appalled  at  the  condition  of  the  land  that  has  resulted  from  what  seems  to  be  uncontrolled 
livestock  grazing. 

The  SEORMP  offers  an  opportunity  to  correct  this  situation.  Yet  the  preferred  alternative  (Q  fails  to 
meet  this  need,  or  even  SEORMP' s  promise  to  apply  ecosystem  management  principles.  It  continues 
to  allow  grazing  at  unsustainable  levels  and  in  many  inappropriate  areas,  including  the  Wild  and 
Scenic  Blitzen  river.  It  relies  on  dubious  adaptive  management  methods.  It  leaves  out  many  miles  of 
suitable  Wild  and  Scenic  river  protection  and  proposes  a  National  Conservation  Area  on  Steens 
Mountain  that  includes  grazing!  Conservation  of  what? 

In  order  to  give  southeast  Oregon  public  land  the  protection  it  needs  and  deserves,  I  urge  you  to 
select  Alternative  D  with  upgraded  restrictions  on  grazing. 


Thank  you. 
Sincerely, 
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Oral  &  Maxii  j ofactat 


SURGEONS, 


RECEIVED 

MAR  -  1  S99 

Vale  district  blm 


February  25,  1999 


WiUitm  Kinih.  hmt 
Ktpp  nun 

BrUm  MltnJfr.  nun 


iHpinmatet  American 


Ed  Singleton,  Vale  District  Manager 
Vale  District  BLM  Office 
100  Oregon  Street 
Vale,  OR  97918 


Hoard  of  Orai  and 
UatULt/acMl  SurjiHmi 


TUI  Surfrn 
OrlkofnaritH  Smrprry 

Uaiilhr/it,  iol  Trauma 
Dmioalvodur  Uirjrry 
Laser  Stm  Retn/fonng 
Rectnulm  fivr  Surgery 
Facial  Aextiurfu  Sutters 
0»  if’  untet  rated  Implant l 


Dear  Mr.  Singleton: 

I  an  writing  to  express  my  concern  that  you  would  consider 
Alternative  C  as  the  proper  choice  for  managing  the  southeast 
corner  of  our  state.  As  someone  who  considers  himself  a 
native  Oregonian,  I  can  tell  you  in  my  54  years  I've  seen  a 
very  sorpr  degradation  of  our  state's  resources  due  to  over 
utilization  of  public  lands.  As  a  child,  I  experienced  forest 
and  salmon  runs  in  wild  country  which  no  longer  exists.  This 
is  one  of  the  sadnesses  of  my  life  that  this  heritage  is  not 
being  passed  on  to  my  children  and  their  children. 

As  someone  who  has  owned  a  ranch  and  raised  cattle,  I'm  not 
unsympathetic  to  the  cattle  industry,  but  I  also  know  that  the 
southeast  comer  of  the  state  offers  only  a  few  places  where 
their  presence  is  acceptable.  The  simple  fact  is  the  land  has 
been  over-grazed  and  simply  over-used. 


I  strongly  urge  you  to  reject  Alternative  c  and  choose 
Alternative  D  that's  been  proposed.  I  know  you're  under  a 
great  deal  of  pressure  on  this  issue,  but  I  think  we  have  long 
since  passed  the  point  where  we  can  make  compromises  that  make 
everyone  happy.  In  all  candor,  I  think  that  day  was  probably 
about  20  years  ago.  I  hope  you  will  have  the  fortitude  and 
the  foresight  to  make  your  actions  for  future  generations  of 
Oregonians  and  not  on  the  immediacy  of  special  interests. 


Your  attention 


in  this  is  most  appreciated. 


WOK/jch 


O.  Knight , ''D.M.D. 
Diplomate,  American  Board  of 
Oral  and  Maxillofacial  Surgery 


xc:  Craig  Hansen,  Burns  District  Manager 


Feb.  25,  1999 
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Ed  Singleton.  Vale  District  Manager 
Vale  District  BI.M  Office 
100  Oregon  Street 
Vale,  OR  97918 

Dear  Mr.  Singleton:  . 

>  * 

I  am  writing  concerning  the  Southeast  Oregon  Resource  Management  Plan,  and 
supporting  a  strengthened  Alternative  D.  which  I  believe  will  better  serve  BLM’s 
ecosystem  management  goals  than  Alternative  C. 

I  spend  time  every  summer  in  Southeast  Oregon  hiking,  fishing  and  observing 
wildlife  at  the  Malheur  Wildlife  Refuge,  and  have  gained  a  healthy  respect  for  the 
native  redsides  trout  in  the  Blitzen  River.  The  lllitzen  River  and  its  native  trout 
population  are  a  rare  and  precious  resource,  and  I  would  hate  to  see  it  endangered 
as  a  result  of  cattle  grazing.  We  need  to  find  a  win-win  solution  that  protects  the 
natural  ecosystem,  and  allows  grazing  in  areas  away  from  the  river.  Having  grown 
up  in  the  Midwest,  where  virtually  all  of  the  spring-fed  streams  run  through 
pastures,  I  am  very  familiar  with  the  damage  grazing  can  do.  None  of  these  streams 
support  natural  reproduction;  they  have  to  be  stocked  annually.  A  carryover  trout 
is  a  rarity.  Now  the  Midwestern  Fish  and  Game  Departments  are  attempting,  at 
great  expense,  to  gain  easements  lo  fence  all  these  streams  after  they  have  been 
reduced  to  a  slate  where  they  no  longer  support  native  trout.  We  should  be  able  to 
learn  something  from  this  experience,  and  see  that  the  Blitzen  does  not  sufTer  the 
same  fate. 

If  Alternative  C  is  approved  I  fear  that  is  exactly  what  will  happen.  The  question  is 
whether  ranchers  who  have  Bl.M  grazing  permits  will  have  more  say  than 
recreational  users.  Do  we  have  to  be  in  conflict,  or  can  we  develop  a  solution  that 
works  for  both.  Bl.M  lands  belong  as  much  to  me  and  other  recreational  users  as 
they  do  the  grazing  interests.  So  please  give  us  a  say,  too.  Recreational  use  is  not 
just  frivolous  activity  by  city  folk  who  ought  to  stay  home.  Recreational  activities 
are  every  bit  as  important  to  our  regional  economy  as  ranching.  It  is  not 
unreasonable  for  us  to  insist  that  cattle  grazing  be  done  in  a  responsible  fashion,  just 
as  I  must  be  responsible  in  my  recreational  use  (fishing  barbless  and  releasing  all 
the  trout  I  catch,  and  respecting  the  rights  of  ranchers). 

There  are  some  remaining  ecosystems  that  are  just  to  rare  and  valuable  to  be  used 
for  cattle  grazing. 
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Ecological  values  must  receive  preference  over  livestock  grazing  Where  feasible, 
grazing  permits  should  be  "bought  out”  and  retired  -  as  is  being  done  in  other  states 

Lastly,  Steens  Mountain  is  a  special  place  and  needs  to  receive  more  detailed,  careful 
attention  in  any  alternative  selected  Because  NCA’s  permit  multiple  use  management 
the  NCA  proposal  for  Steens  Mountain  will  need  lo  be  described  more  specifically 


Dear  Mr  Singleton 

1  am  writing  to  provide  comments  on  the  Southeastern  Oregon  Resource  Management 
Plan  (SEORMP).  1  think  preparation  of  the  SEORMP  document  represents  a  good  start, 
but  I  also  think  a  more  in  depth  analysis  will  be  required  to  meet  the  NEPA  requirement 
to  analyze  a  full  range  of  alternatives.  Almost  every  alternative  has  vague  descriptions  of 
how  various  objectives  will  be  addressed  and  what  range  of  activities  will  be  permitted 
under  the  different  action  categories  (e  g  grazing,  mining,  recreation,  wild  &  scenic 
rivers). 

I  think  the  presently  identified  Preferred  Alternative  (Alternative  C)  is  out  of  the 
question,  and  that  it  does  not  warrant  any  further  serious  consideration  With  the  wealth 
of  data  now  published  on  the  types  of  environmental/ccological  damage  caused  by  cattle 
grazing  in  npanan  areas  it  is  both  surprising  and  extremely  disappointing  to  read  that  the 
BLM  employees  who  prepared  the  SEORMP  do  not  appear  to  be  aware  of  the  extensive 
literature  on  this  subject.  With  our  ever-increasing  ecological  knowledge,  it  is 
unacceptable  for  a  public  agency  responsible  for  land  stewardship  to  continue  outdated 
management  concepts  that  only  continue  to  destroy  npanan  areas  associated  with  wild 
and  scenic  rivers  (or  any  watercourses  for  that  matter).  Any  alternative  eventually 
selected  must  call  for  the  elimination  of  cattle  from  all  npanan  comdors  -  however  that 
may  be  achieved 

I  believe  that,  with  some  essential  changes.  Alternative  D  should  be  the  Preferred 
Alternative.  One  ma|or  change  needed  is  to  eliminate  all  cattle  grazing  from  the  Wild  & 
Scenic  River  corridors  ( riparian  areas)  Because  of  the  present  degraded  condition  of 
much  land  in  the  SE  Oregon  study  area  now  classified  as  "rangeland”,  the  number  of 
AUM's  proposed  needs  to  be  greatly  reduced  I  also  believe  that  livestock  should  be 
excluded  from  all  Wilderness  Study  Areas  ( WSA’s).  Exotic  domesticated  animals  only 
destroy  wilderness  areas  and  compete  with  endemic  wildlife.  Places  with  outstanding 
natural  values  (unique  values)  and  unique  Boras  and  faunas  cannot  be  preserved  if 
livestock  grazing  is  permitted.  The  BLM  should  seek  assistance  from  other  government 
agencies  in  planning  how  to  establish  and  protect  wilderness  areas  and  WSA’s 

In  all  Alternatives,  the  term  "adaptive  management”  is  too  vague  Where  this  term  is 
used  BLM  needs  to  clearly  describe  what  AUM’s  and  grazing  schedules  are  proposed  for 
different  areas  In  management  areas  approved  for  livestock  grazing  AUM’s  should  be 
controlled  in  a  manner  that  favors  a  sustainable  ecological  integrity  of  the  land. 


Cc  Craig  Hansen,  District  Mgr 
Bums  District  BLM  Office 

Tom  Fry,  Acting  Director 
BLM,  USDOl 
Washington,  D  C 
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Mr  Ed  Singleton. 

Vide  Dtslnct  Manager 
Vale  District  BLM  Office 
100  Oregon  St 
Vale.  OR  97918 

Dear  Mr  Singleton: 

Regarding  tl\e  Southeast!  Oregon  Resource  Management  Plan.  1  am  concerned 
tiwt  Alternative  C  doc*  not  sufficiently  protect  the  plant  and  animal  resources 
and  hope  that  you  might  adopt  an  improved  Alternative  D  in  its  place 


Ihere  arc  several  areas  where  our  resources  need  protection.  Some  of  them  are 
Exclusion  of  livestock  grazing  from  wild  ;uid  sccmc’  riven,  such  as  the  Bhtzen  and  Owyhee. 

Protection  offish  habitat  along  streams  and  riven,  where  grazing  is  uncontrolled. 

Grazing  reduction  m  sensitive  wildlife  balni-tt,  m  addition  to  npanan  areas. 

Increased  nver  miles  for  wild  and  scenic  status. 

R'-stncUon  of  livestock  operators  to  Ihc  areas  of  their  permits, 

Rcscrvohon  of  an  area  larger  than  1%  from  the  damage  of  off-road  vehicles 

Monitoring  and  enforcement  of  grazing  management  in  the  Steens  Mountain  National  Conservation  Area. 


I  realize  thai  livestock  permits  are  a  way  of  life  for  some  people  in  your  area  of  the  state, 
and  it  is  an  uphill  and  largely  unseen  effort  to  protect  the  wild  plant  and  animal  resources 
front  unchecked  and  uncontrolled  grazing 

Bui  1  believe  that  the  efforts  you  make  now  will  result  in  lands  that  will  have  far  more 
value  in  the  ftiture.  especially  m  comparison  to  other  territory  that  has  not  been  protected 

Thank  you  for  considering  iny  views. 

Smcerelv  vonrs.  a  , 

C —  z-<2.c-9c, 
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Mr  Ed  Singleton  y.  __  DISTRICT  BLM 

Vale  District  Manager 

Vale  District  BLM  Office 

100  Oregon  Street 

Vale,  OR  97918 

Re:  Southeast  Oregon  Resource  Management  Plan 
Dear  Mr.  Singleton 

Since  this  plan  will  guide  activities  on  our  public  lands  of  southeast  Oreson  for  the  next 
twenty  years,  It  seems  this  should  be  done  with  a  long-term  outlook 

The  research  I  have  participated  In  gathering  for  other  parts  of  the  Great  Basin  has 
repeatedly  demonstrated  the  complex  and  interrelated  nature  of  this  habitat  BLM 
botanists,  biologists  and  resource  people  certainly  have  more  emcompassijng  material 
available  to  them.  For  the  sake  of  the  future  of  this  land  and  the  inhabitants,  I  hope  this 
understanding  prevails  over  short-term  politics. 

The  "preferred’  Alternative  C  fails  to  address  this  perspective.  Alternative  D  with  an 
additional  exclusion  of  livestock  grazing  from  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  such  as  the  Blitzen 
and  Owyhee  Rivers  and  other  riparian  areas  is  absolutely  necessary  for  the  ecosystem 
to  survive  and  prosper. 

I  believe  it  Is  crucial  to  adopt  not  only  clear  standards  and  guidelines  on  management, 
but  to  budget  for  ground  monitoring  and  information  exchanges  with  other  agencies. 

I  also  think  that  any  plan  should  include  protected  wildlife  and  wilderness  areas  It  is 
especially  Important  to  educate  the  human  users  in  mitigating  their  negative  impacts, 
and  to  promote  better  understanding  of  this  habitat  on  all  our  parts. 

Sincerely, 

— 

M.  Leigh  Kuhn 
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February  27, 1999 

Ed  Singleton,  Vale  District  Manager 
Vale  District  BLM  Office 
100  Oregon  Street 
Vale,  OR  97918 

Mr  Singleton: 

Please  adopt  Alternative  D  as  the  '•preferred'’  alternative  under  the  Southeast  Oregon 
Resource  Management  Plan  Alternative  D  is  the  only  alternative  that,  if  livestock  grazing  is 
excluded,  will  provides  adequate  protection  of  the  resources,  such  as  Wild  &  Scenic  Rivers,  the 
Blitzen  and  Owyhee,  riparian  areas,  critical  fish  and  wildlife  habitat,  and  wilderness  study  areas 

Thank  you. 

Tad  Blank 


cc:  Craig  Hansen,  Bums  District  Manager 

Bums  District  BLM  Office 
HC  74-12533  Hwy  20  West 
Hines,  OR  97738 
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February  25,  1999 

Ed  Singleton,  Vale  District  Manager 
Vale  District  BLM  Office 
100  Vale  Street 
Vale,  OR  97918 

Dear  Mr.  Singleton: 

During  the  last  twelve  years,  I  have  visited  SE  Oregon  often  and  have  come  to 
know  and  love  it  well.  I  am  fascinated  by  the  constantly  changing,  open  sky, 
the  subtle  yet  vibrant  colors  of  the  land  and  .its  vegetation,  the  glimpses  of 
wildlife,  small  and  large,  the  presence  of  human  history.  In  this  time,  I  have 
been  involyed  in  the  efforts  of  a  number  of  environmental  groups  to  check  and 
reverse  as  much  as  possible  the  negative  effects  on  the  high  desert 
ecosystem  of  recent  human  habitation.  I  am  seriously  concerned  that  the 
alternative  chosen  as  preferred  for  the  Southeast  Oregon  Resource 
Management  Plan  does  not  go  far  enough  to  accomplish  this.  Following  are 
some  of  the  issues  of  concern  to  me. 

1  Livestock  grazing  is  one  of  the  most  destructive  uses  of  the  land  and 
should  be  eliminated  from  all  riparian  areas,  wilderness  study  areas, 
allotments  in  fair  or  poor  condition,  Wild  &  Scenic  Rivers,  ACECs,  RNAs,  all 
critical  fish  or  wildlife  habitat,  and  places  where  primitive  recreation  is  the 
dominant  value.  My  take  on  multiple  use  is  that  not  all  uses  need  to  take 
place  in  all  areas  all  of  the  time.  Some  places  are  more  valuable  for  other 
reasons  than  resource  extraction,  not  least  of  which,  to  me,  is  simply  for 
them  to  be  there,  undisturbed. 

2.  “Adaptive  management”  sounds  great  in  principle-l'm  all  for  flexibility- 
but  in  practice  may  not  be  a  good  substitute  for  definitive  management 
prescriptions,  until  grazing  livestock  becomes  less  heavily  favored  as  a 
mission  of  the  agency  as  It  has  been  historically. 
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3.  Mineral  and  energy  extraction  should  be  restricted  in  all  special 
management  areas,  including  WSAs,  ACECs,  etc.,  In  critical  habitat,  and  in 
areas  that  are  popular  recreation  sites. 


4.  Regarding  roads,  the  south  portion  of  Steens  loop  road  should  be  closed. 
Other  roads  throughout  the  area  should  be  closed  and  reclaimed  where  they 
serve  no  function.  Off-highway  vehicle  use  should  be  restricted  to 
"designated”  routes,  as  opposed  to  “existing”  routes.  There  are  new 
“existing”  routes  all  the  time  caused  by  unrestricted  use  of  OHVs. 


5.  Snowmobile  use  should  be  severely  restricted  if  not  eliminated  entirely 
from  Steens  Mountain. 


I  urge  you  to  choose  a  modified  Alternative  D  instead  of  Alternative  C  as  the 
preferred  alternative. 


Thanks  for  the  hard  work. 
Sincerely, 

w* 


Mary 
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Mr  Ed  Singleton,  District  Manager 
Vale  District  BLM  Office 
1 00  Oregon  Street 
Vale,  OR  97918 


Dear  Mr.  Singleton, 


These  comments  are  in  response  to  the  draft  Southeast  Oregon  Resource  Management 
Plan 


I  believe  your  preferred  Alternative  C  does  not  reflect  ecosystem  management 
concepts  Adopting  this  alternative  would  simply  continue  the  degradation  of  natural 
resources  in  this  awesome  part  of  the  state  of  Oregon. 


Of  particular  concern  is  the  continued  grazing  of  cattle  along  streams  and  other 
sensitive  natural  environments.  Grazing  should  also  not  be  permitted  in  allotments  in 
fair  or  poor  condition  (As  a  taxpayer,  I  resent  having  to  subsidize  cattle  grazing  as  it 
destroys  the  environment1) 


•  Alternative  D  offers  a  better  chance  to  achieve  your  management  goals,  although  in 
my  opinion  it  still  allows  too  much  grazing. 


Adoption  of  an  effective  and  comprehensive  management  plan  provides  the  opportunity 
to  begin  the  rehabilitation  and  enhancement  of  the  great  public  natural  resources  found  in 
this  unique  part  of  Oregon.  1  urge  you  to  think  of  future  generations  of  Oregonians  as 
you  make  this  important  decision 


Sincerely, 


Cc:  Craig  Hansen,  Bums  District  Manager 
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Josephine  B.  R.  von  Hippel,  M.D. 


February  24,  1999 


Mr.  Ed  Singleton 
Vale  District  Manager 
Vale  Dist.  BLM  Office 
100  Oregon  St. 

Vale  Or  97918 

Copy  to 

Mr.  Craig  Hanson 
Hines  Oregon 


Dear  Mr.  Singleton: 

I  am  writing  as  a  concerned  citizen  who  has  for  years 
hunted,  fished  and  done  business  in  eastern  Oregon. 

Specifically,  I  am  concerned  about  the  planning  for 
uses  of  BLM  lands  currently  underway.  My  reading  of 
details  leads  me  to  not  favor  alternative  C. 


Instead,  I  hope  that  a  strengthened  alternative  D  will 
be  adopted  by  the  Bureau  and  applied  for  future  uses 
of  the  land.  By  strengthened  I  mean  that  D,  to  me,  would 
appear  to  require  more  protection  so  that  wild  and 
scenic  rivers,  and  other  areas  of  important  rlperarean 
importance  would  gain  protection. 

I  would  also  favor  elimination  of  grazing  allotments 
where  the  land  has  been  affected  and  is  in  poor  condition. 

Thank  you  for  your  attention  to  my  letter. 
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Ed  Singleton 
Vale  Distnct  Manager 
Vale  Distnct  BLM  Office 
100  Oregon  St. 

Vale.  OR  979 18 


Febmary  23,  1999 


Ed  Singleton.  Vale  District  Manager 
Vale  District  BLM  Office 
100  Oregon  Street 
Vale.  OR  97918 

Re  Southeast  Oregon  Resource  Management  Plan 
Dear  Mr  Singleton 

1  am  writing  to  you  as  a  frequent  visitor  to  the  Southeast  Oregon  area  I  have  some  grave 
concerns  about  the  BLM’s  Southeast  Oregon  Management  Plan 

My  understanding  is  that  the  BLM  is  leaning  towards  Alternative  C  Alternative  C  is  seriously 
flawed  for  a  number  of  reasons.  It  fails  to  reduce  livestock  grazing  even  when  resource  damage 
occurs  It  allows  continued  grazing  along  the  Wild  and  Scenic  Blitzen  River,  contrary  to 
scientists  recommendations  It  nominates  only  43  of  289  river  miles  for  Wild  and  Scenic  River 
status  It  allows  grazing  in  the  proposed  Steens  Mountain  National  Conservation  Area  It  relies 
on  “adaptive  management''  when  more  specific  standards  and  guidelines  and  monitoring  are 
needed 

More  and  more  Oregonians  are  finding  out  about  the  precious  resources  we  have  in  Southeast 
Oregon  Hie  Steens  Mountain  and  Blitzen  River  areas  are  big  draws  to  wildlife  enthusiasts  like 
myself  who  visit  the  areas  to  bird  and  spot  other  wildlife  and  to  study  the  plants  and  ecology 
native  to  the  area  It  is  an  area  which  can  give  us  a  sense  of  what  pristine  eastern  Oregon  was  like 
and  it  needs  to  be  protected 


Patricia  Vallerand 


cc  Craig  Hansen,  Bums  District  Manager.  Bums  BLM 


Dear  Mr.  Ed  Singleton. 

My  name  is  Heather  Ladd.  I  am  a  native  Oregonian  concerned  with  the  health  of 
our  public  lands.  Recently  I  received  word  that  the  Vale  District  BLM  Office  is  considering 
a  new  resource  management  plan  for  the  Vale  district.  I  realize  that  the  land  of  eastern 
Oregon  is  fragile  and  must  be  managed  with  this  in  mind.  For  this  reason  I  oppose  the 
implementation  of  the  BLM's  preferred  Alternative  C  Resource  Plan. 

The  lands  of  south-east  Oregon  are  beautiful  and  full  of  diverse  plant  and  animal 
species.  Although  not  the  most  productive  lands,  they  must  be  cherished  and  managed 
appropriately.  Alternative  C  does  not  reflect  this  sentiment.  The  3000  cattle  presently 
allowed  to  graze  will  find  no  new  restrictions  under  the  plan.  The  cows  will  be  able  to 
graze  in  the  Steens  Mt.  Natural  Conservation  Area  and  to  graze  beyond  the  limits  of 
permits.  This  means  that  they  will  continue  to  trample  the  riperian  areas  lining  crucial  water 
ways,  remove  large  amounts  of  herbage  beneficial  to  wild  ungulates  and  threaten  the 
livelihoods  of  local  predators. 

Multi-use  management  does  not  mean  catcnng  to  the  cattle  industry.  Other  actors 
should  and  must  be  considered.  Some  very  important  actors  include  the  threatened 
cutthroat  trout  and  the  rare  kit  fox.  We  fight  invasive  weeds  everyday,  yet  give  invasive 
cattle  priority  over  wildlife.  This  blatant  contradiction  must  be  reevaluated.  Under 
Alternative  C  restrictions  to  cattle  numbers  would  no  longer  be  allowed  even  when  areas 
are  damaged.  Clearly  this  puts  cattle  ranchers  before  the  interests  of  a  vast  number  of 
concerned  citizens,  before  wildlife  and  before  the  health  of  the  environment. 

Alternative  C  does  not  comply  with  the  SEORMP  ecosystem  management  goals. 
Vale  District  deserves  to  be  protected  from  cattle  grazing.  Alternative  D,  however,  appeals 
to  uphold  some  good  ecosystem  management  principles.  Fortunately  it  allows  restriction  to 
cattle  grazing,  de-emphasizes  fire  suppression  and  adds  Areas  of  Critical  Environmental 
Concern.  However  the  plan  still  does  not  restrict  cattle  from  Steens  Mt.  or  the  Alvord 
Desert,  or  define  reasonable  limns  on  grazing. 

When  visiting  the  Steens  Mountain  area  I  was  awed  by  the  beauty  of  the  desert-like 
environment.  The  vast  array  of  browns  and  reds  delight  the  eye.  Big  horn  sheep  appear 
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out  of  nowhere  and  cause  one  to  stand  still  with  appreciation.  At  night  the  skies  are  so 
clear  -  you  could  swear  you  see  at  least  a  few  far-away  planets.  Yet  the  low  shrubs  and 
scattered  grasses  continuously  reminded  me  of  the  fragile  environment  which  takes  time  to 
recover  from  damages. 

Humans,  like  wildlife,  are  intricately  tied  to  nature.  We  have  the  power  to  alter  our 
environment.  We  can  desertify  previously  vegetated  areas,  create  new  plant  species  and 
redirect  rivers  to  name  a  few.  Yet  this  power  leaves  us  vulnerable  to  the  destruction  of  our 
own  habitat  and  health.  Altering  our  environment  to  aid  the  economic  well-being  of  the 
cattle  industry  is  not  worthwhile. 

While  writing  this  letter,  I  find  it  increasingly  difficult  to  support  either  plan. 
Realizing  that  these  plans  set  the  guidelines  for  6.3  million  acres  for  the  next  20  yrs.  leaves 
a  feeling  of  daunting  responsibility  to  make  the  right  decision.  I  hope  you  feel  similarly. 

In  order  to  condemn  the  worst  plan  1  am  pushing  for  the  adoption  of  Alternative  D.  Please 
consider  my  opinion  when  deciding  which  plan  to  choose.  The  final  decision  means  a 
great  deal  to  me  and  to  many  concerned  citizens  that  value  the  land  for  the  land  and  not  for 
economic  reasons. 

Thank  you  for  your  time  and  consideration  on  this  important  issue. 

Sincerely, 

it 
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_ 541-927-3259 

February  24,  1999 

Edwin  Singleton.  District  Manager 
USDI  BLM  Vale  Dist 
1 00  Oregon  Street 
Vale.  OR  97330 

Dear  Mr.  Singleton: 

I  write  to  comment  on  the  SEORMP/EIS 

I  choose  to  support  Alternative  D.  This  management  alternative  appears  to  give  needed  support  to 
nongame  wildlife  riparian/wetland  habitats  I  am  a  wildlife  biologist  and  naturalist  for  some  35  years  with 
several  professional  affiliations;  my  comments  are  submitted  as  a  private  citizen  who  is  Interested  to 
working  with  you  through  Partners  In  Flight  on  species  conservation  plans  and  Breeding  Bird  Surveys  and 
Bird  Banding  Program  through  the  USGS  Patuxent  Wildlife  Research  I  am  a  master  bird  bander 

Southeast  Oregon  natural  resources  are  very  important  to  me  and  my  family.  I  support  management  that 
helps  keep  these  natural  resources  in  their  native  condition  as  much  as  possible  I  urge  BLM  to  accelerate 
Its  efforts  to  maintain,  restore,  enhance,  and  protect  Owyhee  mountain  meadows  and  stands  of  mountain 
mahogany  and  aspen.  There  are  a  number  of  associated  avifauna  that  need  In  depth  study  with  careful 
habitat  management  in  these  areas 

Of  special  Interest  to  me  Is  Virginia’s  Warbler,  a  Neotropical  migrant  that  is  declining  in  much  of  Its  limited 
range  and  is  rated  of  high  concern  by  Partners  In  Flight.  In  June  1998,  I  participated  in  the  Oregon  Breeding 
Bird  Allas  Project  in  the  Owyhee  Uplands  to  help  discover  this  species  during  the  breeding  season  on  BLM 
land  in  two  separate  mountain  mahogany  habitat  areas  of  the  Vale  District,  Mahogany  Gap  near  Jordan 
Valley  and  Wood  Canyon  near  Jackson  Summit,  Battle  Mountain  I  propose  to  conduct  further  collaborative 
fieldwork  that  would  confirm  Virginia’s  Warbler  nesting  In  Mountain  Mahogany  habitats  at  these  higher 
elevations  Mahogany  Ridge  in  the  Trout  Creek  Mountains  also  has  potential  habitat  as  do  other  areas  in 
southeast  Oregon  As  we  focus  on  particular  species,  others  will  come  to  forefront  as  our  experience  and 
knowledge  of  these  special  habitats  increases. 

I  urge  BLM  to  consider  adding  Virginia’s  Warbler  to  its  list  of  Special  Status  species,  and  that  management 
actions  be  planned  accordingly  If  Virginia’s  Warbler  breeds  In  the  SEORMA,  It  should  be  considered  a 
species  at  least  as  rare  and  sensitive  as  those  currently  listed. 

Further,  current  observations  from  the  Oregon  Breeding  Bird  Atlas  Project  can/wtll  yield  additional 
information  for  SEORMP/EIS.  Contact  "Paul  Adamus"  <adamusp@ucs  orst.edu> 

Sincerely. 

LeRoy  Fish.  PhD 

Ecologist  and  Watershed  Ecosystem  Consultant 
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Diplomat*;  of  the  American  Board  of  Neurological  Surgery 
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23  February  1999 


Ed  Singleton 
Vale  District  Mgr. 

Vale  District  BLM  Office 
Vale,  OR  97918 


Dear  Sir: 

With  respect  to  the  Southeast  Oregon  Resource  Management 
Plan  ( SEORMP )  I  urge  you  to  reject  Alternative  C  and  to 
select  Alternative  D  to  exclude  livestock  grazing  from 
Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers,  riparian  areas,  critical  fish  and 
wildlife  habitat,  areas  of  critical  environmental  concern, 
wilderness  study  areas  and  grazing  allotments  in  poor 
condition. 

"Adaptive  Management"  is  no  substitute  for  real  standards 
and  guidelines*  and  leads  only  to  further  degradation  of  the 
resource. 


Sincerely, 


EHT :  a 

cc:  Craig  Hansen 
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a.d  Singleton,  Vale  District  Manager 
Vale  District  BLK  Office 
100  Oregon  Street 
Vale,  CR  07018 

Dear  Mr.  Sino-leton, 

In  responce  to  your  SEOHKP,  which  is  now  under 
consideration,  olease  think  seriously  about  a^oot- 
fnR'  Alternave  D.  This  would  be  a  much  better  way 
to  orotect  this  unique  area  of  the  Oreo-on  Desert, 
it  should  cut  down  on  destruction  by  cattle  esoec- 
lallv  in  the  rloarian  areas. 


There  -nust  be  a  better  dace  to  rur.  cattle  and  I'm 
sure  on -the -c-round  manao-ement  by  personnel  is  better 
then  adautlve  manaoe^ent" .  I  know  it's  a  bio 
countrv--but  frankly  I  prefer  my  beef  from  those 
cornfed  critters  fro-  the  nl-'vest  (or  ma  be  t' e  Ft 
1.1a-”  th  area)  to  that  from  rano-e  cattle. 


So  let's  keeD  Steen 
in  as  srood  shace  as 
animals,  and  ^dt  us 
enjoy 


s  Kt.,  t  he  Owyee  and  Blltzen 
oossible  for  the  resident 
and  our  children  to  hike  in  and 


Sirjperely , 

S/ttC  >  z<i 

Irene  K.  Currln 


To  Ed  Singleton,  BLM  Vale  District  Manager 
cc:  Craig  Hansen.  BLM  Buras  District  Manager 

re:  SEORMP  please  reject  Aiternative  C  and  strengthen  AJtenrative  D  to  exclude 
livestock. 

It  seems  strange  to  me  that  those  of  ua  who  do  our  homework  and  are  concerned 
about  the  ecological  catastrophe  the  human  race  is  perpetrating  on  the  planet  have  to  keep 
asking  those  in  charge  of  our  “resources”  to  back  off  and  leave  them  alone  We  are  in  the 
midst  of  the  biggest  die-off  of  species  since  the  meteor  exterminated  the  dinosaurs  65 
million  years  ago,  and  we  humans  are  the  sole  cause  of  this  die-off  If  you  truly  do  not 
understand  the  situation,  I  will  be  happy  to  send  you  a  copy  of  the  Wotidwatch  1999 
Stale  of  the  World  free  of  charge.  The  idea  of  destroying  our  remnants  of  wilderness  to 
make  a  few  cents  off  some  cattle  is  so  repugnant  to  me  that  I  cannot  express  the  horror  of 
it.  Our  grandchildren  will  curse  us.  The  bit-by-bit  destruction  of  our  ecosystems  that  is 
going  on  all  over  the  planet  is  taking  a  very  clear  toll,  and  I  hope  you  know  that  Mother 
Nature  bats  last. 

We  are  Spirits,  infinitely  deep,  we  can  do  better  than  this! 

£  O  A  o'  **f  *  *] 
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Columbia  River  Conservation  League  3  DISTRICT  BLM 

1942  Hetrick  Ave 
Richland,  WA  99352 


February  25,  1999 

Ed  Singleton.  District  Mgr 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
100  Oregon  St. 

Vale,  OR  97918 

RE  Comments  to  draft  Southeast  Oregon  Resource  Management  Plan  & 
Environmental  impact  Statement  (SEOMP/EIS) 

Dear  Mr.  Singleton 

The  areas  covered  by  the  SEOMP/EIS  encompasses  public  lands  frequently  used  by  our 
membership  including  the  Steens  Mountain/ Alvord  Desert,  Owyhee  canyonlands  and 
river  system,  and  the  Pueblo,  Sheepshead,  and  Trout  Creek  Mountains  to  mention  a  few 
As  ihe  population  of  the  United  Slates  continues  to  grow,  these  spectacular  public  lands 
will  be  needed  in  their  wild  slate  for  generation  of  Americans  to  come 

Unfortunately,  the  alternatives  presented  in  the  draft  SEOMP/EIS  ensure  the  demise  of 
this  area,  the  last  of  the  best  of  the  magnificent  southeast  Oregon  high  desert.  To 
adequately  protect  the  public's  interests  in  these  lands,  severe  cutbacks  in  grazing  must 
be  incorporated  in  the  alternatives  Grazing  is  causing  severe  damage  to  major  portions 
of  the  area  including  the  Steens,  Owyhee  River,  and  Blitzen  River  The  damage  by 
grazing  ins  recognized  in  BLM's  own  technical  documents  in  studies  of  these  areas,  in 
public  testimony  against  these  damaging  activities,  in  numerous  independent  scientific 
studies  on  the  subject,  and  most  recently,  in  court  decisions  against  BLM  for  failing  to 
adequately  address  grazing  damage  on  the  lands  it  administers 

Given  this  history,  it  is  woefully  inadequate  for  the  BLM  to  present  a  draft  SEOMP/EIS 
that  does  not  meet  its  staled  goal  of  “developing  management  practices  that  ensure  the 
long-term  sustainability  of  healthy  and  productive  land,  consistent  with  the  principles  of 
ecosystem  management"  The  BLM  has  failed  to  include  an  alternative  that  ensures  the 
principles  of  ecosystem  management 

Improvement  to  Alternative  D  could  possibly  remedy  the  BLM’s  shortcomings  in  this 
effort  IF  the  alternative  were  re-written  to 


•  Exclude  grazing  from  riparian  areas,  wilderness  study  area,  critical  habitat  areas,  and 
allotments  in  poor  or  declining  condition. 

•  Included  all  roadless  areas  over  1 ,000  acres  as  wilderness  study  areas 

•  Included  planning  and  coordination  with  other  agencies  properties  for  inter¬ 
connective  wildlife  corridors  to  adjacent  areas  outside  the  boundaries  of  the 
SEOMP/EIS 


It's  time  the  BLM  proposed  a  management  plan  to  protect  America’s  public  lands  for  all 
Americans,  not  just  the  privileged  few  using  our  public  lands  for  personal  profit  with  the 
American  taxpayer  subsidizing  them. 

Sincerely, 

Bob  Wilson 


cc:  Jim  Kama,  District  Mgr 
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Vale  district  blm 


Diane  Nowicki 
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Edwin  J.  Singleton 
Vale  District 
100  Oregon  Street 

Vale,  OR  97918  Re;  Draft  SE  Oregon  Resource  Management  Plan 

Dear  Mr.  Singleton: 

We  prefer  Alternative  D,  with  modifications  to  better  assure 
protection  of  the  native  perennial  grasslands  in  southeast  Oregon. 

We  focus  our  concern  on  our  excellent  native  perennial  bunch- 
grasses,  such  as  bluebunch  wheat.grass,  Idaho  fescue,  Junegrass, 
squirreltail,  and  others.  The  widespread  destruction  of  the  original 
Interrr.ountain  grassland  was  an  ecological  tragedy  which  may  be  irre¬ 
versible.  The  Native  Plant  Society  advocates  strong  protection  for 
what  still  remains. 

As  the  draft  states  on  page  3-69,  "Management  actions  would  main- 
t.a_n  the  condition  of  those  native  communities  whose  vegetation  compo¬ 
sition  and  structure  are  consistent  with  desired  conditions  and  natural 
values."  We  support  this.  Then  on  p.  3-97,  "Vegetation  manipulation 
projects  would  emphasize  the  conversion  of  rangelands  dominated  by 
exotic  annuals  to  properly  functioning  native  perennial  communities." 

We  also  support  this  in  concept.  However,  such  conversion  would  be 
difficult  and  expensive  to  achieve.  It  would  be  more  effective  to 
prevent  degradat  ion  of  native  perennial  grasslands  in  the  first  place 
by,  for  example,  reducing  stocking  levels,  restricting  spring  grazing, 
limiting  water  developments,  longer  rest  periods,  and  other  gentle 
ways  of  managing  the  grasslands. 

A  very  small  fraction  of  the  native  perennial  grassland  in  SE 
Oregon  is  in  the  "potential  natural"  condition,  i.e.,  near  natural 
remnants  of  the  original  Intermountain  grassland.  These  remnant 
sloindt,  represent  a  precious  resource  which  should  be  protected  from 
livestock  grazing. 

Therefore,  under  the  heading.  Rangeland  Vegetation , we  urge  adop¬ 
tion  of  Objective  #4:  Protect  native  perennial  grassland  from  degra¬ 
dation  .  such  as  any  conversion  to  exotic  annual  grassland;  and 
Objective  #5:  Protect  areas  of  "potential  natural"  (excellent  condition) 
native  perennial  grassland  from  any  livestock  grazing. 

We  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  comment  on  this  draft. 


cc :  James  Kenna 

Bruce  Newhouse  (NPSO) 
Stu  Garrett  (NPSO) 
Shane  Latimer  (NPSO) 


Chair,  Portland 
Chapter 


Sincere  Ly , 

Russ  JtfSiley, /Conservation 


Ed  Singleton,  Vale  District  Manager 
Vale  District  BLM 
100  Oregon  St. 

Vale  OR  97918 

February  24,  1999 

Dear  Mr.  Singleton: 

1  am  writing  to  urge  you  to  rejesH  Alternative  C.  of  the  SEORMP. 
Against  scientific  evaluations  and  recommendations.  Alternative  C 
would  allow  cattle  to  continue  grazing  along  the  Wild  and  Scenic 
Blitzen  and  in  the  proposed  Steens  Mountain  Conservation  Area. 
Alternative  C  simply  doesn't  go  far  enough  to  protect  the  Blitzen  and 
S.E.  Oregon.  It  opens  the  door  to  further  deterioration  of  fish  and 
wildlife  habitat. 

I  have  roamed  the  Little  Blitzen  Gorge,  admiring  its  unique 
wildflowers.  I  applaud  efforts  to  restrict  cattle  from  riparian  areas.  I 
do  not  know  whether  the  Leslie  Gulch  wilderness  study  area  falls 
under  this  jurisdiction,  but  it  is  another  place  I  cherish.  I  have 
challenged  campers  I  saw  abusing  the  area— the  land,  air,  and  ground 
water—  a  couple  of  summers  ago.  Oregon's  share  of  the  Great  Basin 
is  so  remote  from  oversight  that  strong  protective  measures  and 
monitoring  are  necessary  to  its  safety. 

I  urge  the  BLM  to  strengthen  and  adont  Alternative  D  which 
emphasizes  low-impact  recreational  use  and  protects  areas  that  are 
in  danger. 

Thank  you  for  this  opportunity  to  speak  on  behalf  of 
Alternative  D. 


Sincerely, 

J~\  0^s\J^ycTuy\  f!  ^ 


cc:  Craig  Hansen,  Bums  District  Manager 
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Dear  Mr.  Hanson, 

Please  accept  these  comments  on  your  SEORMP.  This  document 
represents  a  lot  of  work  and  I  appreciate  your  attempt  to 
look  ahead  for  20  years. 

Mineral  Resources: 

If  you  won't  close  the  entire  area,  then  use  Alt.  D. 

Put  a  plan  in  place  to  protect  any  WSAs  that  might  be 
dropped  in  the  future.  This  whole  plan  needs  to  be  more 
pro-active.  We're  talking  20  years  here. 

Fire:  Use  fire  only  to  protect  resource  values  and  return 

vegetative  complexity. 

Rangeland  Vegetation: 

Stop  using  the  word,  this  is  not  rangeland  and  never  was,  it 
was  only  because  we  didn't  know  this  that  livestock  were 
introduced.  This  i6  a  desert  landscape  and  should  be 
addressed  as  such.  "Improving  ecological  condition  and 
increasing  forage  production"  (Alt  B)  are  not  compatible. 
While  I  would  prefer  Alt  E  here,  I  recognize  our  natural 
systems  are  so  degraded  that  intervention  may  be  necessary. 
The  guiding  principle  must  be  to  restore  vegetation 
complexity  and  native  species. 

Forest  &  Woodlands: 

Use  Alt  D.  Juniper  management  must  be  used  ONLY  to  protect 
natural  diversity. 

Please,  no  timber  production.  The  amount  is  insignificant 
in  these  transition  type  forests  and  not  worth  the 
environmenttal  losses. 

Water  Resources  and  Riparian/Wetlands  Areas. 

All  livestock  out  of  all  streams  that  don't  meet  State 
Water-Quality  Standards.  This  is  a  no-brainer  and  the  only 
way  those  standards  will  be  met.  An  "upward  trend"  Just 
doesn't  cut  it  anymore.  I've  seen  too  many  places  improved 
only  to  be  hammered  again  when  the  first  improvement  showed. 
It  is  time  to  forget  'fair  to  good'  and  get  our  streams  back 
into  excellent  condition  and  keep  them  there.  All  livestock 
out  of  all  Wild  &  Scenic  Rivers  and  critical  fish  habitat. 
Fish  and  livestock  are  simply  not  compatible. 


Wildlife  Habitat: 

Alt  C  is  fine,  giving  EQUAL  emphasis  to  improving  habitat 
for 

£  Arm  a11  wildlife,  game  and  non-game.  Wildlife  is  wildlife, 

hunted  or  not. 
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Special  Status  Animals: 

Alt.  C  Is  confusing...  of  course  we  want  to  "Emphasize 
management  that  fosters  plant/animal  community  health, 
habitat  integrity  and  landscape  level  issue  resolution" 
but  still  we  must  take  extra  care  of  endangered  species. 

The  fences  mentioned  seem  aimed  at  accommodating  ease  of 
livestock  management,  rather  than  protecting  threatened  fish 
It  should  not  be  the  public’s  duty  to  pay  for  private 
commercial  management.  Livestock  producers  should  simply 
have  to  run  their  operations  so  as  not  to  endanger  species. 
What's  to  understand? 

Wild  Horses:  Do  everything  you  can  to  remove  or  reduce 
drastically  this  alien  species.  Just  remember  that  if  you 
use  the  term  'ecological  enhancement'  to  remove  them,  thats 
fine,  but  don't  forget  cattle. 

Rangeland  Landscape/Grazing: 

Alt  D  sounds  OR  for  the  short  term,  but  this  document  should 
look  to  the  future.  Given  that  cows  are  not  desert  animals, 
given  that  public-lands  grazing  is  an  economic  disaster, 
given  that  we  can  never  really  restore  our  landscape 
heritage  with  continued  livestock  production,  lets  be 
honest.  Lets  say  that  some  limited  livestock  production  be 
allowed  on  certain  public  lands  as  a  historical  recognition 
of  the  ranching  lifestyle  as  long  as  it  does  not  impinge  on 
the  ecological  integrity  of  the  land;  it  should  not  occur  in 
Wilderness  or  Wild  and  Scenic  or  ANY  other  special  manage¬ 
ment  areas.  Lets  share  the  land  but  not  have  everything  go 
on  everyplace. 

Forget  stubble  heights,  stubble  is  for  cornfields,  ve  want 
a  beautiful,  fully  functioning  desert. 

Thanks  for  excluding  cows  in  Little  Blitzen  and  Indian 
gorges.  Please  enlarge  that  to  all  public  lands  on  the 
Steens.  It  is  simply  too  priceless  a  resource  to  degrade. 
Please  find  a  way  to  permanently  rest  grazing  allotments 
where  needed. 

Recreation:  In  years  to  come  it  will  be  just  as  important 

to  control  people  as  livestock.  Start  thinking  about  that 
NOW.  Rest  the  Steens  in  winter,  there  is  no  reason  for  any 
vehicles  to  be  there  after  gate  closings.  There  is  plenty 
of  forest  country  north  of  Burns  for  snowmobi 1 ing .  As 
visitors  Increase  on  the  Steens,  plan  to  close  the  road  to 
personal  vehicles  above  Fish  Lake  and  use  small  mini-bus 
shuttles  to  take  folks  to  the  top.  Do  NOT  make  more  parking 
lots,  and  the  potties  that  would  follow,  at  the  rims.  Most 
people  just  drive  to  the  top  and  look  over  and  that  could  be 
accommodated  nicely  with  vans  where  educatinal 
interpretation  could  be  included.  Those  that  want  to  hike 
and  backpack  can  catch  a  later  shuttle  back.  People  do  not 
go  to  the  top  to  see  endless  lines  of  traffic  and  parking 
lots.  They  go  for  the  open  space,  don't  ruin  that.  This 


sort  of  thing  works  well  in  Denali  and  Africa  and  many 
places  I  have  been. 

Close  the  Rooster  Comb  section  of  the  road.  There  is  plenty 
good  access  from  both  ends  without  that  section  and  its 
removal  would  .strengthen  the  whole  wilderness  experience 
which  is  what  Steens  Mtn.  is  all  about. 

Rethink  hunting  on  the  Steens  to  become  only  quality, 
back-country  type  hunts  involving  more  walking  than  driving. 
Limit  the 

number  of  outfitters  now  before  this  becomes  a  problem 
and  do  not  allow  any  helicopter  use  on  the  Steens.  Please 
realize  that  Steens  Mtn  is  the  best  thing  you've  got.  Keep¬ 
ing  it  nati^ral  is  your  biggest  responsibility  to  future 
generations.  Learn  from  mistakes  elsewhere,  be  bold  and 
pro-active,  do  the  right  thing  now  while  you  still  can. 
Include  the  Alvord  in  Steens  protection.  It  is  all  part  of 
the  same  ambience.  Don’t  let  the  Alvord  become  a  race  track 
and  airfield. 

ORV  use:  Do  not  allow  more  acres,  (Alt  C)  than  are  open  now. 

Limit  this  use  to  designated  trails  that  YOU 
designate,  not  every  "existing"  trail  that  any  outlaws 
can  leave.  This  is  not  recreation,  this  is  industrial 
strength  competition.  Do  everything  possible  to  limit  it  in 
time  and  location.  It  is  not  the  purpose  of  public  landB  to 
make  land  available  for  every  new  invention  or  craze  that 
comes  dovn  the  pike.  What  if  I  really  like  to  throw 
grenades  and  find  it  a  good  family  activity  because  it  keep 
the  kids  interested,  should  you  provide  public  lands  for  me 
to  do  that!?!?  Don’t  be  afraid  to  take  control.  The  American 
people  show  in  poll  after  poll  that  they  want  these  machines 
controlled . 

ACECs:  Retain  ALL  we  now  have  and  designate  those  your 

field  people  and  the  public  find  to  be  important.  Don’t 
drop  the  Pickett  Rim  ACEC.  The  values  for  which  it  was 
established  have  not  changed.  We  monitor  eagle  nesting 
there.  I  would  personally  like  to  see  the  Lone  Mountain 
area  given  some  special  designation.  It  truly  Bhould  be  one 
of  your  KSAs. 

Wild  and  ScenicRivers:  Good  job  here  in  Alt  D.  Do  add  the 
289  possible  river  miles  to  this  status. 

wsAs:  Good  job  on  including  new  lands  into  WSA,  IMP  status. 
Its  been  a  long  time  since  the  Initial  inventories.  How 
about  a  re-inventory  by  outside  experts  such  as  was  done  in 
Utah,  apparently  to  everyone's  satisfaction. 

Specific  to  the  whole  So.  Steens  mess,  you  have  us  totally 
confused  by  all  the  various  overlapping  plans,  all  very 
vague.  The  only  solution  you  seem  to  see  to  protect 
threatened  fish  is  the  building  of  miles  of  fence  inside 
the  WSAs ,  in  violation  of  FLIPMA.  The  building  of  the 
Lauserica  and  Stephens  fences  turns  the  WSAs  into  nothing 
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more  than  any  other  federal  livestock  pasture.  Congress 
intended  you  to  manage  WSAs  for  Wilderness  Values,  not  for 
the  comfort  of  private  livestock  operations.  Once  again,  it 
should  be  the  responsibility  of  the  livestock  operators  to 
run  their  business  in  accordance  with  the  laws  relating  to 
resource  protection,  just  like  farmers  and  loggers.  It  is 
not  the  public's  duty  to  fund  projects  that  make  private 
operations  easier. 

Steens  NCA :  This  plan  tells  us  absolutely  nothing  we  need 
to  know  to  evaluate  this.  The  plan  appears  to  be  a  name  only 
with  no  change  in  management.  Give  us  an  unbiased  report  on 
all  the  possibilities  for  Steens  protection,  NP,  Natn. 

Mon.,  NCA.  Wildlife  refuge.  Give  us  specifics  on  how  each 
would  be  managed.  Whatever  plan,  it  must  include  all  the 
Steens,  not  just  the  high  Country  and  it  must  Include  the 
Alvord . 

Cultural  Resources:  Obj  3,  Alt  B  sounds  good  if  it  would 
truly  be  fully  implemented. 
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environmental  protections.  Don’t  be  afraid  to  be  bold  and 
proactive  and  plan  for  the  changes  that  are  coming  in  the 
next  20  years.  Exclude  grazing  from  all  Special  Management 
areas  (otherwise,  they  are  not  special  management)  and  all 
allotments  in  poor  and  fair  condition. 


Its  been  a  long  time  since  establishing  WSAs.  How  is  the 
IMP  going?  Could  you  please  make  available  a  report  on  the 
number  and  kind  of  structures,  developments  and  other 
projects  that  have  been  placed  in  WSAs ,  with  their  rationale 
for  how  they  enhance  Wilderness  values. 


Thank  you  very  much  for  this  opportunity  to  comment. 
Respectfully  Yours, 

Alice  Elshoffff  JsXy 

Frenchglen  OR  97736 


Lands  and  Realty:  Use  all  available  avenues  and  revenues  to 
aquire  sensitive  lands  and  private  Inholdings  in  WSAs . 

Begin  a  program  to  clean  up  public  lands,  take  out  old 
fences  and  water  facilities,  cart  off  old  culverts,  close 
and  naturalize  road6  and  ways  that  shouldn't  be  there. 


PS.  If  my  6th  grade  math  is  correct,  only  1 
plan's  6.3  million  acres  is  not  allocated  to 
whopping  66,182  acres.  Tell  me  I've  made  an 
Please! ! 


05%  of  this 
grazing,  a 
error ! 


General  Comments:  Looking  over  the  spread  of  alternatives, 
there  really  isn't  much  (spread).  We  are  given  a  strong 
commodity  driven  Alt  A  which  is  not  counterbalanced  by  an 
equally  strong  protection  alternative.  Alt  E  appears  to 
just  have  been  thrown  in  to  make  C  look  like  the  middle. 

Not  much  thought  seems  to  have  gone  into  it. 

I  cannot  accept  Alt.  C  which  does  not  reduce  grazing  even 
where  resource  damage  is  occurring  or  even  in  your  special 
management  areas.  So  what  makes  them  special?  Surely  your 
field  biologists  can’t  be  telling  you  that  3,000  cattle 
grazing  along  the  Wild  &  Scenic  Blitzen  is  good  management. 
Alt  C  doesn't  seem  to  recognize  the  desperate  condition  of 
most  of  our  desert  rivers  or  the  importance  of  designating 
the  full  289  miles  that  are  eligible  for  WAS  designation. 
It  doesn’t  protect  the  Steens  now  from  the  biggest  problem, 
grazing,  and  it  doesn't  envision  a  plan  to  protect  it  in  the 
future  from  people. 

With  a  better  track  record  of  protecting  natural  resources 
we  might  be  willing  to  try  "adaptive  management"  but  in  such 
a  huge  area  with  constant  on-the  -ground  monitoring  so 
difficult,  what  we  really  need  are  serious  and  specific 
standards  and  guidlines 

So.  in  closing,  please  adopt  a  strengthened  Alt.  D  that 
recognizes  that  the  American  public  wants  strong 
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Mr.  fcd  Singlaton,  V-*l t>  District  V>nar«r 
Vnl*>  District  BLM  Office 
100  Oregon  Street 
V«1  e,  OR  9*”>1* 

Ilex  Comment*  on  bouthenet  Oregon  Resources  Management  Plan 


Dp-t  Mr.  Singleton: 


AltemetiT'-  1)  is  closest  to  meeting  eeosyatea  aanagaaent  goals.  But  it  needs 
strengthening  to  exclude  ] i restock  ’rasing  froa  uild  and  seenie  rivers 
(i.e.f  Blitsen  -*nd  Ovyhee),  reparian  areas,  critical  fish  and  vildlife 
havitRl,  grazi-g  in  fair  and  rx>or  condition,  ete. 

Real  standards  and  infidelities  are  needed,  with  constant  oo-the— ground 
fonitoring  to  lessen  further  <t<»er«'<ation  of  areas  of  sriticAl  enriron- 
mental  concern. 

Please  consider  these  essential  improTsaenta^to  Alternative  D. 


Sincerely, 


4'*^h 

Dordthy  i . 


cc:  Mr.  Craig  Hansen 

Bums  District  Manager 
Bums  District  HLM  Office 
HC  ‘M-17533  Hwy  20  Vest 
Hines,  OR  9773* 


D.  William  Sinnett 


HECEIVED 
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VALE  DISTRICT  BLM 


February  26, 1999 


Mr.  Ed  Singleton 
Vale  District  Manager 
Vale  District  BLM  Office 
100  Oregon  Street 
Vale,  OR  97918 

Dear  Mr.  Singleton, 

,  I  believe  the  Southeast  Oregon  Resource  Management  Plan  fails  to  explore  the  full  range 
of  alternatives  as  required  by  NEPA.  I  ask  that  you  drop  Alternative  C  as  the  preferred  alternative. 
While  Alternative  C  attempts  to  "do  it  all,"  this  management  option  contains  these  serious  flaws: 


•  It  fails  to  call  for  any  livestock  grazing  reductions,  even  when  resource  damage  occurs 

•  It  allows  3,000  cows  to  continue  grazing  along  the  Wild  and  Scenic  Blitzen  River,  contrary 
to  the  recommendations  of  agency  scientists 

•  It  nominates  only  43  out  of  289  river  miles  that  are  eligible  for  Wild  and  Scenic  River  status 


•  Wld  and  Scenic  Rivers,  such  as  the  Blitzen  and  Owyhee  Rivers 

•  Riparian  areas 

•  Critical  fish  and  wildlife  habitat 

•  Areas  of  Critical  Environmental  Concern 

•  Wilderness  study  areas 

•  Grazing  allotments  in  'fair'  or  'poor*  condition 

Alternative  D  comes  much  closer  to  meeting  the  SEORMP's  ecosystem  management  goals. 
Alternative  D  would: 

•  Alow  for  reductions  in  livestock  grazing  levels 

•  Emphasize  undeveloped  types  of  recreation 

•  De-emphasize  fire  suppression 

•  Restore  or  close  recreation  sites  where  natural  values  are  jeopardized  by  overuse 

•  Add  26  new  Areas  of  Critical  Environmental  Concern,  totaling  191,000  acres 

•  Propose  289  river  miles  for  federal  Wild  and  Scenic  River  status 

Still,  A  ter  native  D  needs  improvement.  It  fails  to  set  reasonable  limits  on  livestock  grazing 
and  would  allow  for  the  continued  degradation  of  cherished  wild  ploces  such  as  Steens  Mountain 
and  the  Alvord  Desert.  A  strengthened  and  improved  Alternative  D  is  the  BLM's  (and  the  land's) 
best  bet.  If  you  intend  to  protect  these  6.3  million  ocres  for  future  generations,  you  MUST  choose  a 
strengthened  Alternative  D. 

As  someone  who  appreciates  all  things  wild,  I  am  reassured  by  the  efforts  of  you  and 
others  in  the  protection  of  terra,  flora  and  fauna  here  in  the  Northwest.  Please  odd  my  comments 
to  your  plan  and  please  write  to  me  your  plans  concerning  the  future  of  publicly  owned  BLM  lands. 


•  It  proposes  a  Steens  Mountain  National  Conservation  Area,  but  makes  no  changes  to 
grazing  management  there 

•  It  leaves  the  overwhelming  majority  of  the  plonning  area  (3.8  million  acres)  open  to  off¬ 
road  vehicle  use,  while  closing  less  than  1%  of  the  area  (22,000  acres)  to  OR  Vs 

•  It  relies  on  controversial  adaptive  management,  a  tool  the  BLM  has  used  in  the  past  to 
justify  allowing  livestock  operators  to  graze  beyond  the  limits  of  the  their  permits 

•  It  fails  to  satisfy  the  SEORMP's  stated  intent  of  adherence  to  ecosystem  management 
principles 

The  adaptive  management,  upon  which  this  plan  is  heavily  reliant,  is  no  substitute  for 
objective  standards  and  guidelines.  Without  constant,  on-the-ground  monitoring,  adaptive 
management  will  only  lead  to  further  resource  degradation.  Further,  adaptive  management  allows 
for  a  degree  of  latitude  that  is  unacceptable  in  a  major  planning  document  such  as  the  SEORMP.  I 
urge  the  BLM  to  reject  Alternative  C  and  instead  choose  a  strengthened  Alternative  D  that  exdudes 
livestock  grazing  from: 


D.  William  Sinnett 
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received 

MAR  -  1  1999 

VALE  DISTRICT  BLM 


Ed  Singleton.  Vile  District  Manager 
Vale  District  BLM  Office 
100  Oregon  Street 
Vale.  OR  9773* 


JeffWester 
5585  N  E  Farmcrest 
Hillsboro,  OR  97124 


RE  Concern  over  BUM'S  plan,  "Alternarive  C"  BLM’s  Southeast  Oregon  Resource 
Nlan&gement  Plan  involving  6  3  million  acres  of  public  lands  over  the  next  20  years 

I  understand  the  SEORMP  covers  an  area  the  size  of  Vermont  and  part  of  New 
Hampshire  These  land  which  span  the  southeast  comers  of  Oregon,  provide  critical  Habitat  for 
the  rare  kit  fox,  threatened  Lahoman  cutthroat  trout,  and  dwindling  populations  of  sage  grouse 
I  am  a  bit  unnerved  to  fed  the  BUM  considers  this  land  to  be  more  important  to  less  than 
2%  of  the  cattle  making  up  our  whole,  than  to  threatened  species  needing  it  to  survive 

Please  reject  Alternative  C  and  instead  strengthen  and  adopt  Alternative  D  that  excludes 
livestock  grazing  from 

•Wild  and  Scenic  Rivera,  such  as  the  Blitzen  and  Owyhee  Rivera, 

-riparian  areas. 

-critical  fish  and  wildlife  habitat, 

-Areas  ot  Critical  hnvifonmentaJ  Concern, 

-wilderness  study  areas,  and 

-grazing  allotments  in  fair  or  poor  condition 

l  would  like  to  see  these  places  protected  because  they  are  infinitely  more  important  to 
me,  because,  I  consider  rare  ecosystems  capable  of  supporting  endangered  life  more  precious  than 
for  use  as  grazing  land  for  cattle  We  do  not  need  further  grazing  land  for  cartle  1  am  a  meat 
eater,  and  still  1  do  understand  the  fact  tha!  we  have  enough  land  suited  for  that  purpose  Please 
hear  and  do  something  about  this  dilemma1 


Ed  Singleton 
Vale  Distnct  Manager 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
100  Oregon  St 
Vale.  OR  97918 


Dear  Mr.  Singleton:  ' 

I  woukl  like  lo  comment  on  die  Southeast  Oregon  Resource  Management  Plan.  I  am  concerned 
tha  there  are  not  enough  prorechoos  m  the  Preferred  Alternative  C  for  wildlife,  riparian  areas, 
wildernesses  and  wilderness  study  areas,  wild  and  scenic  nvas,  and  general  range  condition. 

Livestock  must  be  totally  excluded  from  all  npanan  areas,  unique  habitats,  cntical  habitats  for 
wiahvetmd  listed  species,  and  wilderness  and  wilderness  study  areas  We  must  improve  and 
mnotam  the  ecological  condition  and  sc«mc  value  of  our  streams,  wetlands,  and  special  habitat 
areas  The  Steens  Mountain.  Owyhee  canyon  country,  and  all  the  streams  and  wetlands  in 
southeastern  Oregon  are  beautiful  lands  that  must  be  preserved  for  the  enjoyment  of  all  people 
Livestock  grazing,  m  the  areas  hsted  above,  is  not  compatible  with  these  goals 

c®uld  **  1150(1  for  «n»ble  livestock  grazing  if  there  is  enough  forage  But  any 
rangeland  in  fair  or  poor  ecological  condition  must  be  withdrawn  from  most  grazing  until  it 
recovery  Any  plan  that  does  not  do  this  defeats  the  purpose  of  the  laws  that  were  established  to 
protect  our  public  lands  from  degradation,  ie  FLPMA  and  the  Taylor  Grazing  Act 

I  hope  you  will  develop  a  new  alternative  ot  revise  Alternative  D  to  better  protect  the  ecology 
scenic  values,  and  range  productivity  in  southeastern  Oregon. 

Thank-you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment  on  the  SEORMP 
Smoerely, 

Kartynn  Huling  ' 
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Feb.  25,  1999 

Ed  Singleton,  Vale  District  Manager 
Vale  District  BLM  Office 
100  Oregon  Street 
Vale  OR  97918 

Dear  Mr.  Singleton: 

Or^oon^'’9  1v  regar^  to  alternatives  for  management  of  SB 
Oregon  s  deserts.  I  have  traveled  this  country,  camped  it 
driven  it  and  stopped  at  various  points  to  enjoy  the^cenerv 

h!s9no?  hC  t0  **  preClous  l»"d  in  its  natural  stature' 
it  has  not  been  overgrazed  and  degraded  by  cattle. 

value  °f  the  lar'd  is  maintaining  its  integrity 
f  r  aoli'  ve9etation,  fresh  water,  wildlife,  s  othei 
valid  ecosystem  functions.  '  er 

’"I1*™  grazing  in  a  proposed  Steens  Mountain  Conservation 
the  lif^hl^l1”?  CO",no"  sense  and  biological  knowledge.  Also, 
SO“e  0f  these  areas  depends  on  healthy  and 
rally-vegetated  rivers  such  as  those  280»  miles  of^ivers 
the9^le  for  Wlld  and  Scenic  River  designation.  Please  conserve 
the  large  majority  of  these  rivers  and  make  them  cattle-free? 

m?s?  almlnh!!U?a2  SOClety  there  ®ust  be  laws,  in  nature  there 
of  these  governing  prudent  and  sound  use  and  management 

of  these  lands... pi ease  remember  the  natural  laws  of  ecosystems 
and  connect iveness  of  all  factors  present  in  any  living  sjst?m? 

land-  so11.  water,  vegetation,  wildlife,  and 
conserv?ngUones?S  bala"C<!  exPldltativa  aaaa  vlth  resource- 

J,^?^eVe  fr°"  What  1  hear  that  Alternative  D  with  additional 

fai?  sh?ke9rapt"9  WOUl?  66  f3lr  a"d  sound-  Wildlife  need  a 
lair  shake.  Please  act  to  preserve  the  ecosystems  they  need 
to  survive  and  thrive  in  the  wild.  Y 

uVtll  h0t%°?  3  "beefe<J-d°w""  version  of  Alternative  D  that 
and  ?nt^r,15  g  and  ■alotalns  the  biological  richness 

9f  oT  of  the  area  described  in  The  Southwest  Oregon 
Management  Plan  for  both  humans  and  the  natural  world. 

Thank  you. 

YOURS  TRULY, 

CHRIS  POULKE 


received 
MAR  -  1  1999 

VALE  DISTRICT  BLM 


RECEIVED 

MAR  -  1  «99 

VALE  DISTRICT  BLM 


Mr  Ed  Singleton 
Vale  District  Manager 
Vale  Distnct  BLM  Office 
100  Oregon  Street 
Vale.  OR  97738 


Dear  Sir 


Wc  arc  wnting  with  regard  to  the  Southeast  Oregon  Rcsourcr  Management  Plan,  urging  you  choose 
Alternative  D,  twt  a  strengthened  Alternative  D  which  addresses  ihe  very  real  dangers  lo  the  environment  paced  by 
livestock  grazing.  Those  areas  from  which  livestock  gracing  should  be  excluded  are 
grazing  allotments  in  poor  conditions 
wilderness  study  areas 
npanan  areas 

critical  fish  and  wildlife  areas 
wilderness  study  areas 

wild  and  scenic  men  -  the  Blitzen  and  Owyhee,  for  example 

We  need  constant  on-thc-  ground  monitoring  to  maintain  real  standards  and  guidelines  ‘Adaptive 
management'  can  so  easily  lead  to  abuses  and  further  degradation  The  Steens  Mountain  area  is  so  breath  takingly 
lovely  It  deserves  the  greatest  possible  protection 

Thank  you  for  your  attention. 

Sincerely. 

P  y. 

/!/»•*  /'jLf.a- weir  r*. 

^  ) 

r  t  , _ 

Alice  &  Jack  Pucschner 
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RECEIVED 
HAR  -  1  1999 

VALE  DISTRICT  BUM 


February  17,  1998 


Gary  Cooper 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Vale  District  Office 
1 00  Oregon  Street 
Vale,  OR  97910 

Dear  Mr  Cooper 

1  have  the  following  comments  and  concerns  on  the  Southeast  Oregon  Resource  Management 
Plan/  Environmental  Impact  Statement 

This  document  is  heavily  slanted  toward  the  recreation  uses  on  public  lands  Vol  1  Chapter  2-  Pg 
62  describes  the  number  of  visitors  to  the  plan  area  1  believe  these  numbers  are  false  and 
misleading  Jordan  Resource  Area  is  only  accessible  by  Federal  Highway  95,  a  main  paved 
highway  going  between  Mexico  and  Canada  I  contacted  Ken  Freese  at  Oregon  Department  of 
Transportation  for  the  logged  numbers  of  1997  average  daily  traffic  for  Highway  95  at  Basque. 
Highway  95  at  Rome  bridge,  and  Highway  95  at  the  Idaho  border  The  average  number  (Highway 
95  at  Rome  bridge)  was  1000  vehicles  per  day  30%  of  which  is  determined  to  be  4  axles  or  more 
(interstate  truck  traffic)  700  cars  per  day  multiplied  by  365  days  per  year  is  255,500  The  total 
number  of  visitors  to  Jordan  Resource  Area  is  37,255  These  calculations  represent  that  19%  of 
the  entire  traffic  on  this  federal  highway  was  destined  for  Jordan  Resource  Area  1 9  out  of  1 00 
This  didn’t  allow  for  mini  vehicles  or  luxury  vehicles  that  cannot  or  are  not  willing  to  take  these 
dirt  roads  Every  site  is  down  a  dirt  road  This  does  not  allow  for  weather  conditions  that  make 
these  areas  completely  inaccessible  many  days  a  year  The  numbers  are  equally  inflated  for  the 
Malheur  and  Andrews  Resource  Areas 

The  statistical  data  further  reveals 

When  a  recreation  visitor  gets  in  the  river  at  Rome  on  a  float  trip  and  goes  to  Birch  Creek  he  is 
then  a  visitor  at  Birch  Creek —  two  visitors,  the  float  trip  then  takes  him  onto  Hole-in-the- 
Ground— he  has  became  three  visitors,  finally  he  gets  out  of  the  river  at  Leslie  Gulch  he  has 
became  four  people  recreating  in  JRA  This  plan  proposes  a  National  Conservation  Area,  page  79 
that  could  have  severe  impact  on  the  cattle  industry  The  plan  lists  considerations  Livestock 
Management:  Within  the  proposed  NCA,  there  are  32  livestock  operations,  supporting  about  100 
families —  My  family  has  6  people  so  that  could  represent  600  people  The  ranching  industry  has 
been  reduced  six  fold  while  recreation  has  been  exaggerated  more  an  estimated  100  fold  It  is 
against  the  law  to  give  false  and  misleading  information  and  the  information  in  this  document  is 


misleading  It  relies  on  misleading  information  to  justify  ns  need  for  this  direction  in  management 
The  plan  addresses  conflicts  between  grazing  and  recreation  in  everything  from  fences  to  water 
quality,  yet  fails  to  address  the  potential  conflicts  between  wildlife  and  recreation  The  plan  fails  to 
list  the  local  Canadian  Goose  population  These  geese  are  disturbed  and  harassed  by  the  boaters  in 
their  breeding  season 

When  doing  scoping  for  this  plan  the  people  m  our  group  Jackies  Butte  Unit  Permittees  attended 
several  meeting  and  sent  the  enclosed  comment  letter  This  letter  was  ignored  Page  11  of  the 
Appendices  Volume  lists  the  groups  that  sent  written  comments  during  the  scoping  process  Ours 
was  not  included 

As  addressed  in  the  initial  comment  letter  our  mam  concern  is  Visual  Resource  Management 
Ocular  Reconnaissance  is  an  “eye  of  the  beholder”  evaluation  and  unscientific  even  when  used  m 
the  interdisciplinary  team  concept  Personnel  turnover  and  lack  of  actual  knowledge  of  site 
specific  ecosystem  evolution  stages  preclude  consistent  measuring  Standards  for  Rangeland 
Health  and  Guidelines  for  Livestock  Grazing  address  management  of  cattle  yet  Visual  Resource 
Management  is  the  overriding  factor 

SEORMP,  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers,  page  71  eliminates  grazing  in  Deary  Pasture  without  due 
process  of  law  Deary  Pasture  represents  the  only  live  w  ater  in  the  field  and  the  field  is  known  for 
an  inadequate  water  supply  This  is  not  in  accordance  with  the  Wild  and  Scenic  River  Plan  that 
says  grazing  can  be  eliminated  when  water  is  provided  above  the  rim  Water  has  not  been 
provided  In  a  letter  dated  February  1,  1993  to  Jackies  Butte  permittees  Jerry  Taylor  states  “The 
Management  Framework  Plan  (MFP),  our  land  use  plan  does  control  and  direct  our  actions,  and  it 
does  give  the  authority  to  remove  cattle  from  the  canyon 'where  alternative  water  sources  can  be 
provided  above  the  ran  '  This  authority  and  direction  stands  on  its  own  ”  That  same  letter  also 
states  “Implementation  of  the  MFP  decision  requires  that  alternate  water  sources  be  available  to 
develop  them  and  that  the  CCC  process  is  used  to  involve  all  affected  parties  ” 

A  BLM  answer  to  appeal  of  ED  DOWELL  (Dowell  Brothers),  et  al  Stales  “BLM  may  exclude 
cattle  from  the  Deary  Pasture  if  and  when  adequate  livestock  watering  facilities  and  forage  are 
available  in  the  upland  pastures  This  plan  eliminates  our  due  process  of  law 

In  conclusion  this  plan  is  ambigous  in  the  fact  that  is  displaces  the  social  and  economic  factors  of 
our  communities  Who  is  to  say  that  the  recreating  public  is  not  seeking  the  ranching  lifestyles  of 
the  American  West0 

Sincerely 


Jesse  White  for 

Jackies  Butte  Unit  Permittees  Group 


March  28,  1996 


Gary  Cooper 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Vale  District  Office 
100  Oregon  Street 
Vale,  OR  97918 

Dear  Mr.  Cooper, 

After  reviewing  the  Preliminary  Issues,  Planning  Criteria,  and 
Alternatives  of  the  Southeastern  Oregon  Resource  Management  Plan 
and  Environmental  Impact  Statement,  we  have  the  following  concerns 

Issues  #1,  #2,  #3,  #4  indicate  BLM  will  Use  Visual  Resource 
Management  as  the  monitoring  criteria.  This  is  unscientific.  It 
is  unfair  to  all  concerned  when  better,  more  reliable  scientific 
methods  exist.  Ecosystem  attributes  are  broken  into 
developmental  through  mature  stages  with  measurement  levels  for 
each.  The  need  to  provide  a  uniform  basis  for  documentation  is 
imperative.  Personnel  turnover  and  lack  of  actual  knowledge  of 
site  specific  ecosystem  evolution  stages  preclude  consistent 
measuring.  At  the  March  26,  1996,  Jordan  Valley  meeting 
concerning  the  SEORMP,  Mr  Cooper  indicated  VRM  was  a  recreation 
status  analysis.  This  gives  higher  value  to  recreation.  It  also 
relieves  BLM  from  supporting  any  claims  of  ecosystem  damage  with 
actual  evidence. 

That  same  meeting  disclosed  to  many  alarmed  citizens  that  the 
Nature  Conservancy  had  been  contracted  through  a  Memorandum  of 
Agreement  to  help  write  this  plan,  to  discover  the  ACEC  and  SMA's, 
and  to  inform  the  public.  Our  real  concern  is,  “What  is  the 
expertise,  accountability,  and  agenda  of  the  individuals  doing 
this  work?  Furthermore,  is  the  final  culmination  of  rhetoric 
and  ground  observations  capable  of  producing  an  unbiased  body  of 
Work?  How  and  where  are  the  observations  and  concerns  of  the 
present  land  users  being  incorporated  into  the  documents? 

We  would  like  to  request  a  copy  of  this  Memorandum  of  Agreement. 


Statements  are  made  in  this  document  dealing  with  private 
property  The  BLM  should  have  no  control  over  the  private 
property  rights  of  the  individuals  in  the  affected  areas  The 
plan  should  exclude  private  property 

Having  initiated  legal  action  concerning  the  Wild  and  Scenic 
River  Plan,  we  incorporate  our  statement  of  reasons  for  that 
action  as  part  of  our  concerns  in  the  development  of  this  SEORMP 

As  present  users  of  this  land  we  would  like  to  see  the  plan 
include  provisions  for  range  improvements  Better  utilization  of 
the  area  could  be  accomplished  with  at  least  four  stock  water 
wells  with  necessary  pipeline  and  tank  systems  The  ability  to 
build  and  maintain  reservoirs  should  be  preserved  BLM  and 
permittees  have  discussed  dividing  the  lackies  Butte  Allotment 
into  semi-private  allotments.  To  do  this  it  would  be  necessary 
to  build  fences  This  plan  needs  to  provide  for  fence 
building  when  necessary  to  accomplish  management  objectives 

As  licensed,  fee  paying,  adjudicated  users  providing  the  tax  base 
of  specific  areas,  we  are  affected  to  a  higher  degree  than  the 
interested  public  and  feel  we  should  have  a  larger  voice  in  the 
development  of  the  draft  and  final  SEORMP. 

Sincerely, 

Jackies  Butte  Permittees 
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LND-1.10 

VALE  DISTRICT  BLM 


Mr.  Gary  Cooper 
BLM  -  Vale  Dist.  Office 
1 00  Oregon  Street 
Vale  OR  97918 

Dear  Mr.  Cooper: 

In  general,  we  find  the  Southeastern  Oregon  Resource  Management  Plan  and  Environmental 
Impact  Statement  a  very  adequate  document. 

Our  comments  are  directed  specifically  at  the  area  immediately  up  Cherry  Creek  near  the  land 
Reclamation  administers  for  recreation.  As  you  know,  we  have  our  partner.  Oregon  Stale  Parks 
administer  one  area  downstream  from  Cherry  Creek.  Additionally,  we  recently  terminated  the 
concession  contract  for  the  Owyhee  Resort  and  arc  presently  planning  for  the  type  and  extent  of 
facilities  services  that  will  be  located  at  that  site.  One  issue  that  continually  surfaces,  related  to 
recreation  at  both  areas,  is  the  lack  of  parking  for  vehicles  and/or  trailers  of  individuals  that  are 
using  the  reservoir  for  a  weekend  or  longer  period  of  time  As  recreation  use  continues  to 
increase  at  the  reservoir,  it  becomes  more  and  more  important  to  find  locations  for  vehicle 
parking  dose  to  the  recreation  activities  without  unfixing  desirable  lands  immediately  adjacent  to 
the  reservoir  for  parking. 

Reclamation  would  like  the  flexibility  to  utilize  up  to  5  acres  immediately  across  the  cattle  guard 
up  Cherry  Creek  for  parking  of  boat  trailers  and  vehicles.  No  habitation  would  occur,  only 
parking  Use  of  this  small  area  for  this  purpose  would  greatly  assist  us  to  provide  and 
accommodate  the  needed  recreation  facilities  at  the  reservoir. 


Ed  Singleton,  Vale  District  Manager 
Vale  District  BLM  Office 

100  Oregon  Street  ' 

Vale,  OR  979 18 

Dear  Ed  Singleton, 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment  on  the  Southeast  Oregon  Resource 
Management  Plan  There  has  certainly  been  a  lot  of  effort  expended  to  develop  these 
various  alternatives  and  this  has  resulted  in  a  lengthy  document  that  1  have  enjoyed 
reading  Perhaps  I  have  enjoyed  this  read  all  the  more  for  1  have  been  fortunate  enough 
to  have  been  able  to  travel  through  a  lot  of  this  country  and  think  that  I  have  somewhat  of 
a  “feel”  for  it 

When  considering  any  management  actions  on  public  lands,  the  single  most  important 
end  result  must  be  preservation  of  those  public  lands  and,  where  needed  restoration  of 
those  public  lands  Unfortunately,  the  choice  of  alternative  C  does  not  appear  to 
accomplish  these  goals  of  preservation-restoration  Some  reasons  Alternative  C  fails 

•  It  fails  to  require  reductions  in  livestock  grazing  even  on  allotments  that  are  in 
fair  to  poor  condition  as  evaluated  by  the  BLM. 

•  It  only  proposes  an  addition  al  34  miles  of  river  for  wild  and  scenic 
designation  when  an  additional  289  miles  have  been  found  suitable. 

•  It  fails  to  require  the  exclusion  of  livestock  from  fragile  riparian  areas,  thus 
allowing  further  damage  to  occur  where  the  bull  trout,  the  lahontan  cutthroat 
trout  and  the  inland  redband  trout  struggle  to  survive. 

•  It  fails  to  reduce  suppression  of  naturally  occurring  fires. 

•  It  fails  to  adequately  describe  completely  what  activities  would  be  allowed  in 
a  Steens  Mountain  National  Conservation  Area. 

•  In  short.  Alternative  C  fails  to  substantially  change  current  conditions  and 
management  practices  on  these  some  6.3  million  acres  even  though  there  is  no 
question  at  all  that  these  conditions  and  practices  have  failed  to  protect/restore 
these  public  lands 


L-169 


Even  alternative  D  needs  to  be  strengthened  in  some  of  the  above  areas,  but  tt  is  much 
better  than  Alternative  C  At  least  Alternative  D  would  put  more  acreage  in  Areas  of 
Critical  Environmental  Concern,  would  propose  some  289  new  wild  and  scenic  river 
miles  would  reduce  fire  suppression,  and  would  reduce  grazing  where  monitoring  shows 
a  need  to  reduce  grazing  impacts  These  actions  should  be  taken  to  help  protect/restore 
these  public  lands  1  fail  to  understand  how  the  BLM  can  do  any  less  when  the  BLM’s 
own  studies  indicate  that  so  much  land  and  so  many  riparian  areas  are  in  fair  or  poor 
condition.  1 

Please  adopt  Alternative  D  and  strengthen  those  areas  that  need  to  be  to  protect/restore 
these  fragile  public  lands  for  future  generations. 


Sincerely, 

7l  i  /.  l/L^ 

Marty  Wilson 


RECEIVED  ^ 
MAR  -  I  1999 

VALE  DISTRICT  BLM 


Ed  Singleton,  Vale  District  Manager 
Vale  District  BLM  Office 
1 00  Oregon  Street 
Vale,  OR  97918 


(t  Feb  Ifft 


Dear  Mr  Singleton 

This  letter  includes  comments  on  the  Southeast  Oregon  Resource  Management  Plan 

I  urge  you  to  choose  alternative  D  which  will  allow  for  reductions  in  damaging  livestock  grazing, 
and  restore  areas  where  the  rangeland  has  been  overgrazed 

Ij"®  ‘hOUfd  rei'Ct  alte™mc  C  Livestock  grazing  should  be  eliminated  from  the  Blitzen 
WilderneMStudy* bar  °'hCT  nPan8n  ^  °f  Concern.  - 

"d  S'«ns  Mountain  and  the  Pueblo  Mountains,  and  I  believe  all 

Caltle  should  be  removed  from  BLM  land  on  Steens  Mtn  and  the  Pueblo  Mtns  Livestock 
grazing  here  is  inconsistent  with  wilderness  and  recreational  uses  I  would  like  to  see  no  more 
overgrazed  meadows  and  npanan  areas  on  these  mountains 


cc  Jim  Kenna,  Bums  District  Manager 


Sincerely. 

Eric  Horvath 


*  Page  2 
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tz.  O'  1^,'ck  /Jcj 

February  25,  1999 

RECEIVED 

MAR  -  t  1999 

Ed  Singleton,  Vale  District  Manager 

Vale  District  BLM  Office  VALE  DISTRICT  BLM 

100  Oregon  St 
Vale  OR  97918 

Dear  Mr  Singleton 

We  are  writing  to  you  regarding  the  Southeast  Oregon  Resource  Management  Plan 
We  are  frequent  visitors  to  the  Steens  Mountain  area,  and  are  very  concerned  about 
its  current  status  and  its  future. 

We  were  horrified,  for  instance,  when  we  found  out  that  someone  was  planning  to 
build  a  resort  at  Fish  Lake,  where  we  often  camp.  That  proposed  development  would 
have  totally  ruined  the  wild  beauty  of  the  Fish  Lake  area.  We  strongly  urge  you  to 
adopt  a  management  plan  which  would  protect  the  area  from  that  kind  of  despoilation. 

The  rare  flora  on  Steens  Mountain  needs  protection  so  that  they  are  not  evenutally 
listed  as  endangered  species.  It  is  so  thrilling  to  see  these  plants  which  are  unique 
and  limited  to  Steens  Mt  only.  They  are  an  important  resource  which  deserve  to  be 
protected  from  grazing. 

We  fly  fish  on  the  Blitzen  River  and  Little  and  Big  Indian  Creeks.  These  are  a  delicate 
resource  which  especially  need  protection.  We  strongly  urge  you  to  protect  these 
watersheds  and  riparian  areas,  as  well  as  those  of  the  other  rivers  and  creeks  in  the 
area.  Please  choose  to  reduce  or  eliminate  grazing  in  these  areas,  so  that  they  will  be 
preserved  and  protected  for  fish  habitat  and  recreational  use. 

Your  current  and  Alternative  C  policies  are  excessively  weighted  toward  the  livestock 
grazing  interests,  and  give  short  shrift  to  the  rest  of  us.  We  feel  that  Alternative  D  of  the 
Southeast  Oregon  Resource  Management  Plan  comes  the  closest  to  balancing  the 
needs  of  all  the  users  of  the  Steens  area,  and  urge  you  to  adopt  that  alternative,  so 
that  true  “multiple  use"  can  finally  be  achieved 

Sincerely, 

cc:  Craig  Hansen,  Oregon  Rep  Greg  Walden,  Senators  Smith  and  Wyden 


RECEIVED 

MAR  -  1  1999 

Feb  24,  1 999  VALE  DISTRICT  BLM 

Ed  Singleton,  Vale  District  Mgr 
Vale  District  BLM  Office 
1 00  Oregon  St 
Vale,  OR  97918 

Dear  Mr.  Singleton, 

I  am  writing  to  urge  you  to  reject  Alternative  C  in  the  Southeast  Oregon  Resource 
Management  Plan.  Buzz  words  like  “adaptive  management”  are  no  substitute  for  actual 
standards  and  guidelines.  Full-time  monitoring  is  necessary  to  keep  “adaptive 
management”  from  becoming  increased  degradation  of  the  resource 

1  urge  the  BLM  to  select  a  strengthened  Alternative  D  that  excludes  livestock  grazing 
entirely  from  : 

•  riparian  areas,  in  general, 

•  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers,  such  as  the  Blitzen  and  Owyhee  Rivers,  in  particular, 

•  critical  fish  and  wildlife  habitat; 

•  officially-designated  Areas  of  Critical  Environmental  Concern; 

•  wilderness  study  areas;  and 

•  any  grazing  allotments  in  less  than  good  condition. 

Oregon’s  High  Desert  must  be  protected  from  the  damage  that  inappropriate  livestock 
grazing  causes. 

Please  keep  me  informed  on  the  status  of  this  issue 
Sincerely, 

Alan  Locklear 


cc  Craig  Hansen,  Bums  District  Mgr 
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RECEIVED 

MAR  -  1  1999 

)ISTRICT  BLM 

Ed  Singleton,  Vale  District  Manager 
Vale  District  BLM  Office 
100  Oregon  Street 
Vale,  Oregon  97918 

Dear  Mister  Singleton: 

I  am  writing  to  you  to  urge  you  to  choose  Alternative  D  from  the  Draft  of  the 
Southeast  Oregon  Resource  Management  Plan/  Environmental  Impact 
Statement.  I  fully  support  the  exclusion  of  cattle  grazing  from  riparian  areas, 
other  sensitive  areas  and  critical  habitat.  Wilderness  Study  Areas,  and  those 
land  allotments  that  are  in  only  fair  or  poor  condition.  In  addition,  I  fully 
support  establishing  the  Steens  National  Conservation  Area  and  creating  289 
new  wild  and  scenic  river  miles,  as  the  proposal  outlines. 

Thank  you  for  your  kind  attention. 


Sincerely  yours. 


received 

MAR  -  1 

VALE  DISTRICT  BLM 

February  25,  1999 

Ed  Singleton 
Vale  District  Manager 
1 00  Oregon  St. 

Vale,  OR  97918 

Dear  Mr  Singleton 

1  would  urge  the  BLM  to  reject  Alternative  C  that  is  proposed  for  the  Southeast  Oregon 
Resource  Management  Plan.  Instead,  1  support  the  adoption  of  a  strengthened 
Alternative  D  BLM  should  exclude  livestock  grazing  from  riparian  areas,  critical  fish 
and  wildlife  habitat,  wilderness  study  areas  and  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers 

Furthermore,  BLM  should  reject  “adaptive  management”  and  set  clear  standards  and 
guidelines  in  its  plan.  The  public  needs  to  be  assured  that  there  will  be  regular  on-site 
monitoring  of  activities  to  ensure  that  further  degradation  does  not  take  place 


Sincerely, 


1905  NE  Going  St. 
Portland.  OR  97211 


Cc  Craig  Hansen 
Bums  District  Manager 
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TO  I  BUREAU  CF  UUffi  HAHAGEfEffT 
ATTKi  CART  OOOPSS 


R»  SEORMP 

TR*  Mmtog  n  my  hx^ls  or  Via  propuaad  dnMa  w*h  respect 
to  to.  SEORMP 

E»cu0vt  offtosre  of  0m  Untod  sun  Ha  an  a«0i  id  support  0m 
ConHfcAton  Denys  can  msfcs  naadAJ  ritot  to  land  A  owns  TNinMii 
oeupla  of  quaadona  about  0m  SEORMP.  WhH  la  naadU  Uni  0m  nAa  you 
pnjpoaa?  Pimto*  to  0m  Cgnafettn  wbol  fo  (to  muH  promote  0m 
GanaU  Wafara  and  Man  to  in  0m  Btoustigs  o»  LHartjr  From  my 
panpadtn  I  can  nrt  na  whsr»  any  nto  you  propoaa  bsyond  tosrtohu  A  wH 
ba  snytotog  DM  oontwy  to  Batty  and  0m  gsnsnl  mffsre  of  0m  coutoy 

n»  aaoond  ryntin  to,  don  0M  US  gMmmsnl  0Hy  own  0m  tond? 
Artcto  I  Sadton  8  H  0m  ConaOUton  to  vary  spwrtfc  Mod  iM  tond  0n  US 
on  am  to  thsrs  aoma  tond  of  a  documara  dal  tote  togtotohn*  Ima  tond 
an  on  tooMng  0m  BLM  to  imnagoffw  tond  to  ptooa  at  0m  atom  dong  0m 


»  ywj  dto  only  Artcto  IV.  Sacfion  3.  aaoond  ctoun,  n  conattubonto 
Mhofty.  I  too*  you  ttototo  0M  aianmacy  ctoun  o f  toa  ConadkAton.  Artcto 
VI  "Hiy  Thtog  to  toe  ConUUton  or  Lam  o f  any  State  to  0m  Cortosry 
notwltabnfti^. 

I  oto  Anwnctmnd  #5  «nd  #10  of  •»  CmMm  m  mjr  mnOratun  to 
oomrmnL 


Ed  Singleton,  Vale  District  Manager 
Vale  District  BLM  Office 
100  Oregon  Street 
Vale.  OR  97918 


v 


Re  Southeast  Oregon  Resource  Management  Plan 


Dear  Manager  Singleton 

lam  writing  to  comment  on  the  options  being  considered  by  the  BLM  for  its  Southeast  Oregon 
Resoura  Management  Plan  In  looking  at  the  various  alternative  plans,  I  would  urge  you  to  reject  your 
preferred  Alternative  C  This  seems  to  be  largely  a  continuation  of  business  as  usual  It  is  evickmt 
every  tme  I  visit  BLM  lands  in  Southeast  Oregon  that  there  are  areas  that  need  to  have  cattle  grazmq 
"’®™t'v®  c  does  not  seem  to  senously  address  the  damage  livestock  cause  to  sensitive 
areas,  nor  does  tt  seem  to  be  based  on  sound  science. 

I  vrouldinstead  urge  you  to  adopt  a  strengthened  AJtemabve  D.  This  option  comes  much  closer  to  the 
goals  of  ecosystem  management  that  SEORMP  should  embrace  To  be  truly  effecbve.  ,t  should  also 

'"9-,0r  fra9"e  landS  **  *  !hould  inc,ude  berte'  Pra<ecfc>n  for  wonderful  places  such 
as  Steens  Mountain,  the  Alvord  Desert  and  the  Blitzen  and  Owyhee  Rivers.  I  hope  that  future 

°an  eni°V  theS*  wondertul  paces  as  much  or  more  than  I  have,  but  that  will  not  happen 
unless  they  are  properly  protected  I  certainly  do  not  want  to  drive  the  smaHrne  rancher  out  of 
business  anal  do  not  believe  that  a  conservation  approach  to  protect  our  public  lands  will  do  lhat  If 
grazing  can  be  accommodated  on  lands  outside  of  riparian,  wilderness  study  or  other  sensitive  areas 
bf  response  renchere,  then  allow  It  Bm  these  decisions  should  be  based  on  what  is  best  for  toe 
land  and  not  on  continuing  bad  practices 


Think  p>u  lor  pm*  tfmt  on 


Please  strengthen  Alternative  D  and  adopt  It  for  the  Southeast  Oregon  Resource  Management  Plan. 


Stncer&y 

Kyle  Allan  Cleys 
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Trygve  P.  Steen,  Ph.D. 
Biologist  -  Photographer 

February  25,  1999 


Ed  Singleton,  Vale  District  Manager 
Vale  District  BLM  Office 
100  Oregon  St 
Vale.  OR  97918 


Dear  BLM  staff 

This  response  to  your  DEIS  is  from  the  perspective  of  a  person  who  1)  has  a  Ph  D  ir 
18  Professor  of  Environmental  Biology  at  Portland  State  University  and  teaches 
courses  in  forest  ecology  plus  general  environmental  studies,  2)  has  an  intense  interes 

*“•  “ 31  B“ ~  ■“  “  ““ 

xrsar  skssss 

Wta  hne8™9'y  Ur9f  n°'  procMd,"°  your  preferred  alternate' 

Wrfhjn  the  context  Of  your  planning  process,  my  general  conclusion  is  to  urge  adopting 

^no“or  HI  riMrian  T3,*'!.8  With  addi,ional  Protections  from  livesto? 
criri^Pr.h  hihua  lt  .  r  ,'  nclud,ng  esPeoially  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  and 

«ud?Lreas  FL^he^i*  .  “S,ed  SpeCieS'  as  weM  a*  a»  wilderness 

study  areas.  Furthemnore  significant  restoration  work  of  natural  ecosystem 

w r®  d?,r'8  Car8fully  within  an  eftpoo mental  context  that  involves 
vary  careful  monitoring  Finally,  given  the  all  too  frequent  fair  or  poor  conditions  of  fhe 

1  ™  P^Ta  ar8a’  1  would  urae  subs‘aohal  reduction  of  the  levels  of  cattle 
grazing  until  it  can  be  demonstrated  that  they  help  the  condition  of  the  range 

Thuf  01  de9radatl0n  in  al1  elements  of  easts.de  ecosystems 

6C^svs^m  ^amR  hL^  ,fl!hPOOr  “rd',IOn  01  the  maiori'y  °f  BLM  managed  eastside 
S™.  ,Cattle  based  disturbance  of  soil  ecology,  especially  the  biotic  crusts 

significant.  Grazing  contributes  to  the  exotic  weed 
evasion  through  both  soil  disturbance  and  seed  transfer  Weed  control  is  an  esoedalh 
'ssue  to  which  you  have  paid  inadequate  attention  Great  care  should^e 
focused  on  not  having  significant  cattle  grazing  in  areas  that  are  still  relatively  weed  free 

Thank  you  for  your  attention.  I  will  be  sending  additonal  comments  on  March  first. 


Professor  of  Environmental  Biology 


Ed  Singleton.  Vale  District  Manager 
Vale  District  BLM  Office 
100  Oregon  Street 
Vale.  OR  97918 


*BcEIV5  o 

MAR  -  i  (333 

^distwctblu 


Dear  Mr  Singleton: 


February  25.  1999 


i*®3®  '®8M  swsyffwnouf  b^dnoiaand^*  eutofoor tecrcarietot^wc  oftcn'head'for*** 
environmental  health  of  this  region  has  been  compromised  fo,  the  1c  aU  Z 
mdnfou^ls  engaged  in  extracme  mdustnes  for  far  too  long  It  ,s  overdue  to  rofomi  nunagemcm  goals  to 
rcpraenl  the  inlerestt  of  the  land  s  owners,  all  of  the  citizens  of  the  United  Stales,  rather  ton  the  fe»  local 
residents  ubo  currently  profit  from  the  continued  degradation  of  our  land 


ssrHHsE—— 

Pr^,RMP  proc“  **-  ^  ««  —  fa  Burning  Man  anendees  andjher 

Tobe  &ir  to  the  BLM  I  recendy  heart  that  this  same  phenomenon  was  al  wo*  in  the  USFS  where  thev  are 

SSS?=ssaS‘ 

the  most  destructive  uses  of  the  land  the\  manage  >ei  find  the  n0h.«?  *  t0  majnla,n  ^  *****  quo  for 

innocuous  uses  of  that  same  land I?  t0  10  linu‘  **  «« 
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would  be  spent  lo  destroy  the  very  resources  they  desire  to  use.  1*11  be  damned  if  1*11  pay  to  use  federal  land  as 
long  as  it  subsidises  logging  and  grazing.  Was  the  complete  failure  of  the  Fee  Demonstration  Project  on  federal 
lands  due  to  people  not  being  willing  to  pay  for  that  which  they  had  previously  gotten  for  free?  Or  was  it  due  to 
those,  like  me,  who  feared  what  the  money  would  be  spent  on  and  so  refused  lo  buy  the  permit?  Prose  that  you 
can  manage  the  land  in  my  interests,  and  I  will  gladly  pay  lair  market  value  for  the  tremendous  pleasure  I  derive 
from  ray  recreation  on  federal  land.  This  is  a  much  better  deal  than  you  have  historically  cut  with  the  extractive 
uses  of  that  land. 


2-24-99 

Ed  Singleton,  Vale  District  Manager 
Vale  District  BLM  Office 
100  Oregon  Street 
Vale,  Or  97918 


MA*'t  ma 


^0, 


Strict 


BLk i 


Returning  to  the  SEORMP  issue  at  hand,  this  is  your  chance  to  begin  to  escape  the  grip  of  the  grazing  industry 
which  trashes  our  land  and  loses  tax  dollars  to  manage  the  grazing  program,  anyway.  A  strengthened 
Alternative  D  is  a  move  in  the  right  direction.  Thank  you. 

Sincerely, 

Tom  Ness 


cc:  Craig  Hansen,  Bums  District  Manager 


Dear  Mr  Singleton, 


We  urge  you  to  reject  Alternative  C  and  instead  select  an  Alternative  D  that  excludes  livestock  grazing 
from 

1  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers,  such  as  the  Blitzen  and  Owyhee  Rivers  Also,  the  nomination  of  289  river 
miles  as  eligible  for  Wild  and  Scenic  River  status  would  help  mitigate  the  damage  and  degradation 
due  to  excessive  grazing 

2  Riparian  areas  that  can  repair  themselves  as  can  be  observed  on  the  Hart  Mountain  National  Ante¬ 
lope  Refuge 

3  Critical  fish  and  wildlife  habitat  that  benefit  from  a  lack  of  “adaptive  management’* 

4  All  Areas  of  Critical  Environmental  Concern,  which  would  include  the  bulk  of  the  SEORMP ’s  6.3 
million  acres. 

5  Wilderness  study  areas  that  have  a  chance  to  bring  values  to  the  high  desart  other  than  degradation 
by  beef. 

6  Allotments  in  fair  or  poor  condition,  that  have  been  judged  as  such  by  impartial  scientists 


We  have  enjoyed  this  area  for  decades,  but,  in  order  to  do  so,  wc  have  had  to  become  inured  to  cattle  as  the 
dominant  feature  of  the  landscape.  The  BLM  “adaptive  management"  policy  has  exacerbated  the  problem 
such  that  there  appears  to  be  a  lack  of  real  standards  and  guidelines  The  BLM,  as  a  matter  of  policy,  has 
supported  cattle  grazing  at  the  expense  of  all  other  values — the  land  reflects  it1 
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MARCH  1,  1999 
MR.  EDWIN  J.  SINGLETON 

DISTRICT  MANAGER,  BUREAU  OF  LAND  MANAGEMENT 
VALE  DISTRICT  OFFICE 
100  OREGON  STREET 
VALE,  OREGON  97918 

MY  COMMENTS  TO  THE  SOUTH  EAST  OREGON  MANAGEMENT  PLAN: 

I  AM  JOHN  J.  BISHOP,  A  FORMER  AND  RETIRED  BUSINESSMAN-RANCHER 
OF  74  YEARS  OF  AGE. 

I  FIRST  BECAME  FAMILIAR  WITH  RANCHING  IN  1936  TWO  YEARS  AFTER 
THE  TAYLOR  GRAZING  ACT  WENT  INTO  OPERATION  NATIONWIDE.  I  WAS 
CHAIRMAN  OF  THE  GRAZING  ADVISORY  BOARD  FOR  FIFTEEN  YEARS  (1975- 
1990),  AND  SERVED  ON  THE  MULTIPLE  USE  ADVISORY  COUNCIL  FOR  APP¬ 
ROXIMATELY  EIGHT  YEARS. 

WHAT  I  SEE  IN  THE  SEORMP  ARE  A  FEW  EXCESSES. 

1.  THE  SCENIC  RIVER  STATUS  FOR  THE  OWYHEE  RIVER  BELOW 
THE  OWYHEE  DAM  SHOULD  BE  REJECTED  BECAUSE  OF  THE  NYSSA  ROAD 
DISTRICT  #2,  AND  MALHEUR  COUNTY’S  RESPONSIBILITY  FOR  MAINTAIN¬ 
ING  THESE  ROADS.  FOR  EXAMPLE:  THE  RESTRICTIONS  BY  THE  BLM 
REGARDING  THE  STEEP  GRADE  ON  THE  SOUTH  SIDE  OF  THE  OWYHEE  RIVER 
BRIDGE  AT  THREE  FORKS  CANNOT  BE  WIDENED  BECAUSE  OF  THE  SCENIC 
RIVER  AND  WSA  STATUS. 

2.  I  DO  NOT  SEE  ANY  LOGICAL  REASON  FOR  WILD  AND  SCENIC 
STATUS  FOR  DRY  CREEK  WITH  THE  EXCEPTION  OF  THE  DRY  CREEK  GORGE 
AND  THE  CAVE  LOCATED  ABOVE  THE  STATE  LAND  ON  DRY  CREEK.  THE 
REST  IS  INTERMITTENT  STREAM. 

3.  HAMMOND  HILLS  SAND  HILLS  DOES  NOT  NEED  ACEC/RNA  DESIG¬ 
NATION.  THE  PRESENT  MANAGEMENT  DOES  A  VERY  ADAQUATE  JOB  OF 
PROTECTING  THE  RANGE  AND  VEGETATION. 

4.  OWYHEE  VIEWS  ACEC,  (THE  DRY  CREEK  BUTTE  AREA) 

I  DO  NOT  SUPPORT  ACEC  ON  THIS,  BECAUSE  THERE  IS  NO  COMPELLING 
REASON  FOR  THIS  PROPOSAL. 

5.  AS  A  GENERAL  RULE,  UNDER  THE  CURRENT  MANAGEMENT,  I 
CAN  SEE  VERY  LITTLE  REASON  TO  BE  GREATLY  UPSET  ABOUT  GRAZING 
ACTIVITIES  AND  ENDANGERING  ANY  SPECIES  OF  PLANTS.  REMEMBER, 

THE  GREATLY  OVER-GRAZED  CONDITIONS  IN  THE  NINETEEN  THIRTIES, 

AND  EVEN  BEFORE  FROM  THE  THOUSANDS  OF  SHEEP,  WILD  AND  DOMESTIC 
HORSES,  AND  THE  CATTLE  HAS  PROVEN  STRONG  EVIDENCE  IF  THEY 
SURVIVED  SUCH  CONDITIONS  DURING  THOSE  TIMES,  THE  ONLY  THING 
THAT  COULD  DESTROY  THEM  NOW  WOULD  BE  UNDER -GRAZING,  FIRE,  AND 
UNDESIREABLE  SPECIES  CHOKING  OUT  THE  DESIREABLE  SPECIES. 

THANK  YOU, 

JOHN  J.  BISHOP  ' 

P.S.  I  ONLY  COMMENTED  ON  AREAS  WHERE  X  WAS  DIRECTLY  INVOLVED 
FOR  58  YEARS,  AND  I  AM  QUITE  DISTURBED  IN  PUTTING  ANY  ACEC/ 
RNA'S  IN  AREAS  THAT  WERE  NOT  RECOMMENDED  INTO  WILDERNESS. 
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Elaine  Y.  Zielinski,  State  Director 
U.  S.  Department  of  Interior 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
515  SW  Fifth  Ave. 

P.  O.  Box  2965 
Portland,  Oregon  97208 

Re:  Draft  Southeast  Oregon  Resource  Management  Plan/Environmental  Impact 
Statement 

Thank  you  in  advance  for  allowing  us  to  provide  these  comments  on  the  Draft 
Southeast  Oregon  Resource  Management  Plan  and  Draft  Environmental  Impact 
Statement  (DEIS).  Our  review  of  the  DEIS  has  focused  on  how  our  initial  scoping 
issues  (letter  dated  October  30, 1995)  were  addressed.  In  general,  most  of  our  original 
issues  were  addressed  adequately  and  we  commend  your  staff  on  their  efforts. 
However,  there  are  several  areas  that  we  think  need  clarification  or  further  analysis. 

Oregon  Department  of  Fish  and  Wildlife  recognizes  the  purpose  and  need  for  resource 
management  planning  to  meet  our  agency  mission  of  protecting  wildlife  resources  for 
future  generations  and  to  maintain  or  restore  long  term  ecological  health  to  the 
rangelands  of  southeast  Oregon.  To  that  end,  the  following  general  and  specific 
comments  are  offered  as  our  contribution  to  the  planning  process.  The  order  of  the 
narratives  follows  the  Table  of  Contents  in  the  draft  and  does  not  imply  order  of 
importance. 

General  Comments 

In  reviewing  the  document  we  found  it  difficult  to  relate  and  compare  the  analysis  of 
objectives  between  resource  programs.  For  example  there  are  separate  discussions  of 
Rangeland  Vegetation  (2-13)  and  Rangeland/Grazing  Use  (2-58).  There  are 
statements  related  to  bighorn  sheep  populations  contained  in  the  wild  horse  objectives 
(4-98).  The  arrangement  of  these  and  other  elements  of  the  draft  make  it  difficult  to 
assess  If  Implementation  of  one  resource  objective  is  compatible  (or  possible)  with  the 
implementation  of  another  The  addition  of  a  cross-reference  of  subjects  would  be  very 
helpful  in  understanding  the  document. 
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Cumulative  impacts  of  any  proposed  action  should  be  developed  for  each  alternative  at 
the  watershed  level  to  determine  overall  compatibility  with  resource  objectives  It  is 
possible  that  implementation  of  a  proposed  action  has  little  impact  on  the  small  scale, 
but  may  pose  serious  effects  when  considered  at  the  landscape  level. 

The  document  identifies  stakeholders  who  are  grouped  into  classifications  based  on 
similar  interests  and  therefore,  similar  beliefs,  feelings  and  responses  to  public  land 
management  actions  (2-88).  A  fundamental  split  is  identified  between  consumptive  and 
nonconsumptive  users.  Hunters  and  anglers  are  classified  as  consumptive  users  along 
with  grazing  permittees,  timber  and  mining  companies,  subsistence  users  and 
rockhounds.  Nonconsumptive  users  include  “most  recreational  users’  such  as  Off 
Highway  Vehicle  (OHV).  Wildlife  Study  Area  (WSA)  visitors,  wildlife  viewers  boaters 
eco-tourists,  etc. 

Recreational  hunting  and  fishing  should  not  be  characterized  as  a  consumptive  use  in 
the  same  light  as  commercial  resource  extraction  such  as  grazing,  mining  and  timber. 

It  is  difficult  to  assess  how  this  designation  impacts  the  analysis  of  the  alternatives,  but 
it  seems  illogical  that  Alternative  A,  which  emphasizes  commodities,  also  best  serves 
hunters  and  fishers.  We  request  that  a  new  analysis  be  performed  with  hunters  and 
anglers  included  with  other  recreational  users.  Elsewhere  in  the  plan,  hunting  and 
fishing  are  addressed  as  recreational  uses  as  seen  in  1-9,  Introduction  (Issue  7)  which 
states  Fishing,  hunting,  hiking,  camping... account  for  most  recreation  activities  within 
the  planning  area".  In  addition  the  Table  in  Appendix  G.  page  237,  lists  coldwater 
fishing  and  hunting  as  recreation.  To  further  emphasize  the  “non-commodity" 
definition,  ODFW  s  Bighorn  Plan  states  that  “recreational  uses  of  wildlife  are  nonmarket 
commodities  not  sold  through  a  competitive  market". 

We  found  no  “Analysis  of  the  Management  Situation"  (AMS)  in  the  document  ODFW 
previously  provided  information  and  received  a  draft  copy  of  an  AMS  for  wildlife  in  the 
Andrews  Resource  Area,  yet  find  no  mention  of  it.  Is  “The  Affected  Environment- 
section  the  current  method  of  displaying  the  AMS'?  We  also  provided  comments  to  the 
scoping  process  (letter  dated  October  30,  1995)  which  are  not  cited  with  other  agencies 
wntten  comments  (Appendices  -11). 

One  of  the  assumptions  applied  in  the  analysis  of  environmental  consequences  (4-2) 
that  causes  concern  is  that  ’Funding  would  basically  be  the  same  across  alternatives’ 
Experience  has  shown  this  to  not  be  the  case  in  the  past.  We  question  the  validity  of 
conclusions  based  on  this  assumption  because  some  alternatives  have  the  potential  to 
generate  revenue  from  fees  collected.  For  example.  50%  of  grazing  fees  are  returned 
to  the  BLM  Range  Improvement  Fund  (4-152).  Alternative  A,  which  maximizes 
commodities,  would  result  in  more  revenue  to  the  range  program  than  it  would  receive  if 
other  alternatives  were  chosen.  Recently,  we  have  seen  a  growing  emphasis  on  the 
use  of  prescribed  fire  and  a  resulting  increase  in  funding  to  implement  prescribed  fire 
without  comparable  increases  in  other  programs  such  as  wildlife  and  recreation. 
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The  plan  has  endorsed  ’adaptive  management  ’  as  the  over-riding  process  for  reaching 
al  resource  objectives  within  the  planning  area  Adaptive  management,  by  definition, 
relies  heavily  on  monitoring  to  determine  progress  toward  achieving  plan  objectives. 

The  plan  does  not  dearly  outline  the  frequency  and  intensity  of  monitoring  necessary  to 
meet  management  strategies  Expenence  shows  that  funding  for  monitoring  is  often 
the  key  to  its  success  or  failure.  We  suggest  ttjpt  monitoring  be  given  the  highest 
priority  for  funding  under  adaptive  management  Funding  project  activities  without 
maintaining  resource  monitoring  would  violate  the  guiding  premise  of  this  plan 

Specific  Comments  by  Resource  Program 

Rangeland  Vegetation 

OOFW  supports  maintaining  shrub  cover  and  structural  diversity  across  the  landscape 
The  plan  refers  to  plant  communities  not  meeting  the  Desired  Range  of  Future 
Conditions  (DRFC)  due  to  dominance  of  woody  species,  and  consequently  suggests  a 
need  to  reduce  the  shrub  component  The  plan  is  not  specific  enough  in  identifying 
which  ’woody  species’  need  to  be  reduced  in  order  to  meet  DRFC.  Would  this  include 
bitterbrush? 

Because  of  their  value  to  antelope  and  sage  grouse,  and  the  fragile  nature  of  these 
types,  we  suggest  low  sagebrush  plant  communities  not  be  burned  Also,  the  Wyoming 
big  sagebrush  communities  that  dominate  the  lower  elevation  basins  throughout  the 
planning  area  must  be  managed  to  meet  the  needs  of  sage  grouse  (Connelly,  elal.. 
1998).  In  light  of  interest  in  the  status  of  sage  grouse  and  their  possible  listing  under 
the  Endangered  Species  Act  (ESA),  we  suggest  an  additional  assessment  of  proposed 
actions  and  their  impacts  on  sage  grouse  be  included  in  the  final  EIS  We  further 
encourage  BLM  to  continue  efforts  to  identify  new  sage  grouse  leks  and  use  the  most 
recent  lek  inventories  to  assess  impacts  of  management  actions. 

ODFW  is  very  concerned  that  the  preferred  alternative  does  not  provide  adequate 
protection  of  upland  shrub  cover  for  wildlife  (3-68)  Alternative  D  provides  a  more 
conservative  approach  to  achieving  desired  conditions.  We  would  support  the  use  of 
desired  introduced  species  in  alternative  D  if  a  list  of  such  species  including  grasses 
forbs  and  shrubs  were  included  in  the  plan. 

Noxious  Weeds 

The  department  supports  an  aggressive  approach  to  noxious  weed  and  undesirable 
vegetation  control  because  of  the  negative  impacts  these  plants  have  on  fish  and 
wildlife  habitat 
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Forest  and  Woodlands 

ODFW  supports  and  participates  in  managing  stands  of  Western  Juniper  to  restore 
biodiversity.  However  we  find  it  difficult  to  provide  specific  comments  on  the  treatment 
of  Juniper  due  to  inconsistent  statements  regarding  the  amount  of  acres  treated  and 
he  percentage  of  the  total,  recommended  in  Alternative  A  and  the  preferred  alternative 
(4-23).  It  appears  that  75%  to  90%  of  Juniper  stands  would  be  treated  during  the  life  of 
the  plan  (3-75,  4-33).  This  extent  of  treatment  generates  questions  regarding  adequate 
habitat  security  and  winter  range  provisions  for  big  game  and  other  wildlife. 

Management  objectives  for  air  resources  limit  prescribed  burning  to  50.000  acres  per 
year  in  rangelands  (3-10,  4-3).  When  compared  to  Rangeland  Vegetation  management 
objective  assumptions  (4-16)  it  is  unclear  if  the  50.000  acre  figure  refers  to  black  acres 
or  treatment  acres  of  which  40-60  percent  is  blackened. 

Regeneration  and  management  of  Aspen  stands  is  a  high  priority  to  ODFW.  Based  on 
our  experiences  and  observations,  we  question  the  assumption  that  aspen  will  regain 
dominance’  within  five  years  after  burning  (4-15)  without  fencing  or  other  management 
actions  to  protect  regenerating  stands.  This  assumption  that  aspen  will  become 
dominant  could  be  misleading  in  the  analysis  of  environmental  consequences. 

The  document  also  cites  deer  and  elk  as  contributors  to  the  decline  in  aspen 
regeneration  (3-75).  Although  aspen  may  be  a  component  in  the  diet  of  deer  and  elk, 
we  do  not  agree  that  they  contribute  to  the  decline  in  aspen  regeneration.  There  are 
several  examples  in  the  Bums  District  that  illustrate  aspen  regeneration  can  be 
accomplished  with  exclusion  of  livestock,  even  with  access  by  deer  and  elk. 

Water  Resources  and  Riparian/Wetland  Areas 

ODFW  supports  Alternative  D.  which  allows  uses  to  occur  only  if  a  riparian  area  is 
making  progress  toward  meeting  state  water  quality  standards  while  minimizing  the 
need  to  use  extensive  fencing  to  meet  management  objectives. 

We  encourage  consideration  of  the  presence  of  fish  and  fish  habitat  in  determining 
whether  or  not  a  stream  is  functioning  properly. 

While  Proper  Functioning  Condition  (PFC)  is  an  admirable  goal  for  streams  and 
associated  ripanan  zones,  the  methodology  to  assess  PFC  relies  too  heavily  on 
hydrology  and  bank  stability,  and  too  lightly  on  vegetation  that  holds  the  system 
together.  Fish  habitat  requires  riparian  vegetation  for  shading,  temperature  and  nutrient 
regulation.  There  is  no  mention  of  the  need  for  riparian  vegetation  to  meet  the  needs  of 
wildlife.  Ripanan  values  to  all  wildlife  are  well  documented,  and  more  is  becoming 
known  regarding  the  value  of  riparian  vegetation  in  meeting  the  needs  of  Neotropical 
migrant  bird  species.  Southeast  Oregon  is  a  migrating  corridor  for  many  of  these 


species,  and  good  quality  nparian  zones  provide  nesting  and  rearing  habitat  for  many. 
We  suggest  vegetative  structure  in  terms  of  shrubs  and  trees  become  a  larger  part  of 
your  nparian  management  program. 

Fish  and  Aquatic  Habitat 

The  preferred  alternative  states  that  habitat  would  be  provided  for  fish  and  other  aquatic 
organisms,  while  providing  opportunities  for  commodity  uses  It  goes  on  to  state  that 
habitat  will  be  provided  for  most  of  the  native  species  needed  for  self  sustaining 
aquatic  communities’  (3-84).  These  two  statements  seem  to  be  in  conflict.  Providing 
habitat  for  most  native  species  does  not  appear  to  be  consistent  with  the  Federal  Land 
Policy  &  Management  Act  (FLPMA)  statement  on  3-83.  The  5,144  surface  acres  of  fiat- 
water  fisheries  habitat  (2-41 )  is  in  error  considering  that  Owyhee  Reservoir  alone 
exceeds  12,000  acres.  In  addition.  Cow  Lakes,  Mann  Lake  and  others  have  apparently 

been  nmitteH  J 


Recreation  use  (Appendix  G,  page  237)  lists  coldwater  fishing  but  fails  to  account  for 
warm  water  fishing  recreation.  Depending  on  the  definition  used,  popular  warm  water 
fishenes  found  in  Owyhee  Reservoir  and  other  locations  in  the  planning  area  may  not 
be  represented  in  this  table.  ODFW  supports  Alternative  D,  which  provides 
management  emphasis  that  maintains  the  distribution  of  al!  native  species  amono 
subwatersheds  (3-85). 

Wildlife  and  Wildlife  Habitat 

Flabitat  needs  of  recreationally  significant  species  such  as  pronghorn,  mule  deer  and 
elk  are  not  adequately  addressed  in  the  preferred  alternative.  Objective  2,  which  relates 
to  management  of  upland  habitats.  The  preferred  alternative  states  an  overall  goal  of 
providing  for  the  habitat  needs  of  game  and  nongame  to  the  extent  possible  and 
practical  in  most  habitats  (3-87).  The  document  falls  short  in  providing  for  aggressive 
rehabilitation  of  degraded  winter  ranges.  Many  winter  ranges  are  degraded  as  a  result 
of  past  livestock  use.  wildfire,  shrub  conversion  and  invasion  by  undesirable  vegetation 
An  aggressive  rehabilitation  program  is  needed  to  restore  ranges  to  a  condition  capable 
of  supporting  wintering  mule  deer,  pronghorn,  and  sage  grouse. 

There  are  apparent  errors  in  Appendix  E.  Allotment  Summaries.  The  calculations  of 
competitive  forage  demand  (AUM's)  for  three  wildlife  species  are  different  for  the 
SORMP  than  for  the  Three  Rivers  RMP  in  Bums  District.  The  dietary  overlap  between 
wildlife  and  livestock  was  not  taken  into  account  in  the  current  draft.  Therefore  AUM's 
shown  in  the  draft  are  shown  much  higher  than  they  should  be.  We  ask  that  necessary 
corrections  be  made  in  the  Final  RMP. 

Also,  it  would  be  relevant  and  helpful  to  explain  how  these  calculations  were  made  We 
realize  there  are  minor  differences  in  the  literature  for  the  factors  used.  Regardless,  the 
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protection  to  bighorn  sheep  and  their  habitat  (3-1 84).  Elimination  would  be  inconsistent 
with  goals  for  bighorn. 

The  ‘Analysis  of  Impacts’  in  the  Wild  Horse  section  (4-98)  refers  to  increases  in  bighorn 
sheep  distribution  that  could  lead  to  greater  competition  between  bighorn  and  horses. 

It  suggests  that  bighorn  populations  may  need  to  be  "adjusted"  if  wild  horse 
management  objectives  are  not  achieved.  We  do  not  support  the  analysis  and 
conclusion  that  bighorn  populations  would  need  adjustment  to  meet  wild  horse 
objectives  in  alternatives  A  and  C.  Wild  horse  populations  should  be  managed 
consistent  with  causing  the  least  adverse  impacts  to  native  species. 

Wild  Horses 

The  preferred  alternative  proposes  to  add  the  Red  Mountain  North  Pasture  to  the 
Coyote  Lake  HMA.  It  is  unclear  if  the  AML  will  allow  the  actual  number  of  wild  horses  to 
increase.  Because  of  the  presence  of  Lahonttan  Cutthroat  Trout,  a  state  and  federally 
listed  species,  ODFW  is  opposed  to  the  addition  of  Red  Mountain  North  Pasture  to  the 
Coyote  Lake  HMA.  Additionally,  we  request  that  allowable  horse  numbers  in  the 
existing  Coyote  Lake  HMA  not  be  expanded  in  recognition  of  possible  impacts  to  Kit 
Fox,  a  state  threatened  species. 

Rangeland/Grazing  Use 

ODFW  has  a  vested  interest  In  a  number  of  areas  previously  excluded  from  livestock 
use  by  cooperative  agreement  or  other  management  decisions.  Table  2-18  (2-59) 
identifies  certain  areas  of  3700  acres  or  more  which  are  not  allocated  to  livestock 
grazing.  There  are  another  350  unspecified  areas  of  5000  acres  or  less  that  have  also 
been  excluded  to  protect  wildlife  developments  or  special  plant  and  animal  habitats  (2- 
58). 

Please  clarify  the  intent  of  the  plan  regarding  continued  protection  of  cooperatively 
developed  projects.  Also  clarify  the  relationship  between  the  statement  on  page  2-58 
regarding  the  350  unspecified  areas  and  the  preferred  alternative  statement  on  3-32 
(paragraph  2)  that  refers  to  livestock  exclusion  and  abandonment  of  project  sites.  A  list 
of  projects  proposed  for  abandonment  would  have  been  helpful  in  developing 
comments  on  this  issue. 

Off  Highway  Vehicles  (OHV) 

The  objective  to  manage  OHV  use  to  protect  resource  values  is  supported.  We  feel 
this  can  best  be  accomplished  in  alternative  D,  which  limits  organized  events  to  existing 
roads  and  trails.  While  alternative  0  may  adversely  impact  travelers  who  desire  to  dnve 
off  road  (4-121 ),  it  also  protects  wildlife  and  recreationists  seeking  solitude  from 
potential  harassment 
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Wild  Horses 

The  preferred  alternative  proposes  to  add  the  Red  Mountain  North  Pasture  to  the 
Coyote  Lake  HMA.  It  is  unclear  if  the  AML  will  allow  the  actual  number  of  wild  horses  to 
increase.  Because  of  the  presence  of  Lahonttan  Cutthroat  Trout,  a  state  and  federally 
listed  species,  ODFW  is  opposed  to  the  addition  of  Red  Mountain  North  Pasture  to  the 
Coyote  Lake  HMA.  Additionally,  we  request  that  allowable  horse  numbers  in  the 
existing  Coyote  Lake  HMA  not  be  expanded  in  recognition  of  possible  impacts  to  Kit 
Fox.  a  state  threatened  species. 

RangelandfGrazing  Use 

ODFW  has  a  vested  interest  in  a  number  of  areas  previously  excluded  from  livestock 
use  by  cooperative  agreement  or  other  management  decisions.  Table  2-18  (2-59) 
identifies  certain  areas  of  3700  acres  or  more  which  are  not  allocated  to  livestock 
grazing.  There  are  another  350  unspecified  areas  of  5000  acres  or  less  that  have  also 
been  excluded  to  protect  wildlife  developments  or  special  plant  and  animal  habitats  (2- 
58). 

Please  clarify  the  intent  of  the  plan  regarding  continued  protection  of  cooperatively 
developed  projects.  Also  clarify  the  relationship  between  the  statement  on  page  2-58 
regarding  the  350  unspecified  areas  and  the  preferred  alternative  statement  on  3-32 
(paragraph  2)  that  refers  to  livestock  exclusion  and  abandonment  of  project  sites.  A  list 
of  projects  proposed  for  abandonment  would  have  been  helpful  in  developing 
comments  on  this  issue. 

Off  Highway  Vehicles  (OHV) 

The  objective  to  manage  OHV  use  to  protect  resource  values  is  supported.  We  feel 
this  can  best  be  accomplished  in  alternative  D,  which  limits  organized  events  to  existing 
roads  and  trails.  While  alternative  D  may  adversely  impact  travelers  who  desire  to  drive 
off  road  (4-121 ),  it  also  protects  wildlife  and  recreationists  seeking  solitude  from 
potential  harassment 
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Noxious  weeds  and  their  detrimental  effects  on  range  productivity  have  been  identified 
in  Chapter  2  (2-18).  The  spread  of  weeds  by  vehicles  of  all  kinds  is  well  documented 
and  may  be  the  single  leading  cause  in  spreading  weeds.  OHV  use  as  proposed  in  the 
preferred  alternative  would  likely  exacerbate  the  spread  of  noxious  weeds  resulting  in 
loss  of  rangeland  productivity  and  increased  costs  in  control  efforts. 

National  Conservation  Area  (NCA) 

The  objective  to  provide  long-term  protection  and  management  of  special  resource 
values  on  Steens  Mountain  is  supported  by  ODFW.  The  Department  owns 
approximately  600  acres,  which  includes  Fish  Lake,  one  of  the  most  popular 
recreational  and  scenic  areas  on  the  mountain.  Fish  Lake  campground  is  managed  by 
Andrews  Resource  Area  through  cooperative  agreement  with  ODFW. 

The  recommendation  to  Congress  that  Steens  Mountain  be  designated  as  a  National 
Conservation  Area  (3-42)  cannot  be  supported  by  ODFW  until  the  provisions  of  such 
designation  have  been  examined.  A  Resource  Management  Plan  (RMP)  which 
contains  an  agreement  to  accept  the  unknowns  of  legislation  yet  to  be  crafted  is 
unacceptable.  The  draft  RMP  indicates  that  8LM  would  manage  the  wildlife  under  an 
NCA  (3-21 7).  The  State  of  Oregon  reserves  the  right  to  manage  resident  wildlife  within 
its  borders,  while  the  Federal  land  management  agencies  are  required  to  provide 
adequate  habitat  for  wildlife.  Consideration  to  establish  an  NCA  should  be  a  separate 
action  from  the  draft  RMP. 

Cultural  Resources 

Alternatives  B,  C  and  D  of  Objective  3  (3-46)  addresses  American  Indian  requests  and 
recommends  allowing  the  practice  of  traditional  activities  on  public  land  where 
practicable.  ODFW  requests  that  language  be  added  to  this  section  which  clarifies  that 
hunting  and  fishing  activities  are  allowed  when  consistent  with  applicable  state  law. 

Land  and  Realty 

Alternatives  C  and  D  allow  for  the  disposal  of  70,000-80,000  acres  of  BLM  land.  ODFW 
recognizes  the  desirability  of  consolidating  public  lands  into  manageable  units; 
however,  we  are  opposed  to  substantial  net  loss  of  public  land  in  the  planning  area. 

We  encourage  the  acquisition  of  lands  with  high  public  resource  values  and  fully 
support  efforts  to  increase  legal  access  to  public  land. 

Summary 

In  general  ODFW  supports  the  adoption  of  Alternative  D  which  is  summarized  best  in 
the  conclusion  to  the  Human  Uses  and  Values  section  (4-155)  that  states  in  part,  “This 


Elaine  Y.  Zielinski 
February  26, 1999 
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alternative  emphasizes  natural  values  and  the  functioning  of  nabiral  system.  This 
alternative  maintains  the  highest  level  of  natural  resource  values  and  management 
options  for  future  generations  ’  It  is  our  belief  that  this  alternative  best  serves  our 
commitment  to  future  generations  and  to  our  present  hunting,  fishing,  and  concerned 
public. 

Thank  you  for  this  opportunity  to  comment  We  look  forward  to  continued  involvement 
in  the  planning  and  implementation  of  a  resource  management  plan  for  southeast 
Oregon. 


--feielair  Kunkel 
'  Acting  Regional  Director 
High  Desert  Region 


c  Edwin  Singleton 
Gary  Cooper 
Glenn  Patterson 

UMua  cited: 

Conneiy .  J.  W.,  M  A  Scnrceder,  and.  C.  E  Braun.  1998  Guidelines  for  Management  cf  Sage  Grouse  Fopc  aoons 
and  HabrtaL  Craft  Revision.  Western  Association  of  F«ft  and  Wkfiife  Agencies. 
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SALEM  AUDUBON  SOCIETY 


Neighbors  working  together  to  care  for  the  beauty  and  integrity  of  our  natural  world 


March  1.  1999 


Ed  Singleton,  Vale  District  Manager 
Vale  District  BLM  Office 
100  Oregon  Street 
Vale.  OR  97918 

Re:  Southeast  Oregon  Resource 

Management  Plan 


Dear  Mr.  Singleton: 

I  write  on  behalf  of  Salem  Audubon  Society's  1,100  members  many  of  whom  (and  I  am  one 
of  them)  visit  the  Mslheur  Wildlife  Refuge,  Steens  Mountain,  the  Alvord  Desert,  the  Owyhee 
Canyonlandt,  end  nearby  areas,  more  than  once  a  year. 

Plaesa  reject  Alternative  C.  It  is  said  to  be  designed  to  protect  natural  values  while  allowing 
for  commodity  production.  That  is  simply  not  possible;  most  of  the  land  affected  by 
SEORMP  is  unaulted  for  cattls  grazing.  Further,  It  fail*  to  require  reduction  in  livestock 
grazing  even  when  grazing  damages  the  land  or  other  natural  resources. 

In  addition,  Attsrnative  C  relies  on  adaptive  management  which  has  previously  been  used 
by  BLM  to  allow  livestock  operator*  to  grazs  beyond  the  limits  of  their  permits.  Adaptive 
management  also  falls  to  meet  SECRMP  s  stated  intention  to  adhere  to  ecosystem 
management  principles,  ft  la  no  substitute  for  objective  standards  and  guidelines. 

Alternative  C  alao:  1)  allows  3.000  cows  to  continue  grazing  along  the  Wild  and  Scenic 
Blltzen  River  contrary  to  agency  scientists'  recommendations,  2)  nominates  only  43  oul  of 
289  river  miles  that  are  eligible  for  Wild  and  Scenic  River  status,  3)  proposes  s  Steens 
Mountain  National  Conservation  Area  but  makes  no  changes  to  grazing  management  there, 
and  4)  leaves  the  overwhelming  majority  of  the  planning  area  (3.8  million  acres)  open  to  off 
road  vehicle  use.  while  closing  less  then  1%  of  the  area  (22,000  acres)  to  ORVs. 

A  strengthened  and  improved  Alternative  D  Is  BLM's  -  and  the  land's  -  best  bet. 

Alternative  D  would: 

1.  Allow  for  reductions  in  livestock  grazing  levels; 

2.  Emphasize  undeveloped  types  of  recreation; 
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3.  De*emphaslza  fire  suppression; 

4.  Restore  or  close  recreation  sites  where  natural  values  are  Jeopardized  by  overuse; 

5.  Add  26  new  Arsea  of  Critical  Environmental  Concern,  totaling  191.000  acres; 

8.  Propose  289  river  miles  for  federal  Wild  erxkScenic  Rivsr  status. 

A  strengthened  Alternative  0  would  also  exclude  livestock  grazing  from: 

1.  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  such  as  the  Blitzen  and  Owyhee  Rivera; 

2.  Riparian  areas; 

3.  Critical  fish  end  wildlife  habitat; 

4.  Areas  of  Critical  Environmental  Concern; 

5.  Wilderness  study  areas;  and 

6.  Grazing  allotment*  In  only  “fair*  or  "poor'  condition. 

Very  truly  yours. 


-/ * 

^dlm  Conley.  President 


cc:  Craig  Hansen,  Burns  District  Manager 
Burns  District  BLM  Office 


L-182 


.  FD-!l-tf  I5-.C7  FrailBFS  /  NJ  OFFICES 


I4II47ISS1  Mil  F  02/11  Job-411 


.**-21-11  11:07  FrM.USFS  /  IUJ  OFFICES 


£411476359  T-OSJ  F  01/DJ  Job-411 


Southeast  Oregon  Resource  Advisory  Council 
A  Federal  Advisory  Committee 

February  18,  1999 

1784 


JUI  W«tarw. 

wee  vm  oyv* 

U «4»  « 


Sabot  K  ****** 


M«mm4  ftWrjl  omd tl 
stew  cm 


HC  10  Boa  337 

97430 


To:  Steve  Efln,  Designated  Federal  Official 

So«tha**t  Oregon  Re*ouro*  Advisory  Board 
Lakeview  District  BLM  Office 
HC  10  Bo*  337 
Lakeview,  OR  97630 

Dear  Mr.  Ellis: 

The  Southeast  Oregon  Resource  Advisory  Council  (RAC)  has  completed  its 
review  of  the  latest  draft  of  (he  Southeast  Oregon  Resource  Maiu^mani 
Plan.  Our  commcna  follow 

Initial  review  of  trie  plan  was  undertaken  in  1996,  whet)  the  original  draft 
plan  was  issued.  Ai  that  time  we  Ideraffled  aloe  issues  and  a  total  of  IS 
concerns.  On  December  9.  1998,  a  subcommittee  of  the  RAC  met  with 
BLM  personnel  to  review  the  latest  draft  end  commcna.  These 
comments  were  then  reviewed  by  the  entire  RAC  at  their  meeting  in  Boise 
on  January  27.  1999. 

Because  of  the  size  of  the  plan  and  the  diversity  of  addressed  we 
(bund  ii  difficult  to  review  the  plan.  In  many  oases  w*  relied  on 
individuals  within  the  RAC  to  provide  Information  to  the  whole  group. 

BLM  personnel  have  been  extremely  belpftil  In  review  of  the  plan.  Their 
explanation  of  issues  and  delineation  of  change*  made  as  a  result  of  our 
original  comments  were  extremely  helpfoL 

Overall  the  RAC  feels  that  our  concerns  have  been  addressed.  It  is  a  strong 
mid-level  management  document  that  can  be  effectively  implemented  at  the 
ground  level  The  Southeast  Oregon  Resource  Advisory  Council  believes 
that  they  can  have  the  greatest  impact  by  working  at  the  implementation 
level  to  assure  the  beneficial  application  to  the  ground. 

The  RAC  made  no  attempt  to  choose  a  preferred  alternative  at  support  one 
of  the  alternatives  in  the  plan.  Instead,  we  feel  that  issues  should  be 
addressed  individually  and  then  fit  into  the  plan  to  nuke  it  as  strong  and 
adaptable  as  possible. 

It  should  be  pointed  out  that  there  were  issues  upon  which  we  could  not 
reach  consensus  and  thus  chose  not  to  make  group  comment.  The  inclusion 

of  the  Steens  Mountains  National  Conservation  Area,  Areas  of  Critical 
Environmental  Concern,  and  Wild  and  Scenic  Riven  are  example*.  In 


theca  cues,  the  RAC  member*  will  oamment  as  individuals  or  through  the  groups  mad  organization* 

that  they  represent. 

Tbe  tecfaniul  deail  of  tht  plin  u  vwy  food  ud  provida  the  buu  for  good  roource  Bnxccooo  and 

Improvement  There  are,  however,  areas  that  need  improvement. 

•  Watershed  management  needs  the  cooperation  of  all  entities  within  a  watershed.  The  plan 
infers  (his  type  of  coordination  but  doe*  nor  take  tdvana^  of  the  leadership  opportunity  that 
is  present  to  address  as  strongly  and  as  often  as  possible  the  need  to  pursue  and  develop 
partnership*  with  *11  landowner*,  public  and  private,  within  any  management  unit 

•  An  ancillary  Issue  to  the  entire  management  plan  la  public  education  While  not  generally 
addressed  in  a  management  plan,  it  i*  our  belief  that  public  education  is  aaaential  to  the 
successful  implementation  of  the  plan  and  therefore  should  be  addressed  in  some  way  within 
the  document.  The  benefits  of  fire  and  watershed  management,  the  value  of  developing  strong 
and  active  partnership*  across  public  and  private  land  boundaries,  and  the  inxpacta 

of  recreation  are  all  example*  of  this. 

•  Indian  tribal  cultural  and  archaeological  site*  are  for  the  most  pan  protected  by  law.  Tbe  RAC 
feels,  however,  that  communication  with  tribes  could  be  improved.  A  process  for  improving 
communication  with  tribal  entities  could  be  delineated  in  the  plan.  This  would  strengthen  the 
plan  and  give  direction  to  the  implementation  process. 

•  As  s  general  statement,  tbe  RAC  supports  the  use  of  both  naturally  occurring  and  controlled 
fit*  M  *  management  tooL  There  ere  concerns  that  there  needs  to  be  more  coordination  with 
tribal  and  wildlife  biologists  both  internally  and  externally  when  burning  it  planned  fcv  winter 
range*  or  other  sensitive  wildlife  areas  such  as  sage  grouse  habitat  The  RAC  is  already 
involved  in  this  issue  at  the  ground  level  but  it  would  strengthen  the  plan  if  there  was  strong 
reference  to  specific  wildlife  needs  and  the  direction  for  coordination. 

The  RAC  appreciates  this  opportunity  to  comment  and  looks  forward  to  assisting  with  the 

implementation  of  the  plan. 

Sincerely, 

ynJ*  /btoL- 

MOa  Oolden,  Chair 

Southeast  Oregon  Resource  Advisory  Committee 

cc:  Elaine  Zielinski 

Vale  District  BLM  Manager 

Tom  Dyer.  Bums  District  BLM  Manager 

Roy  Maslmon,  Malheur  Resource  Are* 

Jariy  Taylor.  Jordan  Rmouto*  Atm 
Mile*  Brown,  Andrews  Resource  Area 


-2- 


02 


Letters  -  222 


L-184 


L-183 


02/H/69  IS: 03  FA 1  803  378  8130  WATER  RESOURCES 


0002/002 


Oregon 

Mia  A.  Uofetwr.  UO,  Gomdoi 
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Water  Resources  Department 
Comnufic*  Building 
158  12th  Street  NE 
Salem,  OR  97310-0210 
(503)  378-3739 
FAX  (503)  378-8130 


Larry  Walker 

RangcBiomc,  A  Public  Rangeland  Almanac 


February  26,  1 999 
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MAR  -  2  1999 
VALE  DISTRICT  BIM 


Edwin  Singleton  James  Kenna 

Bureau  of  Land  Management  Bureau  of  Laud  Management 

Vile  District  Office  Bums  District  Office 

1 00  Oregon  Street  HC-74-12533  Hwy  20  West 

Vale,  OR  979 18  Hines,  OR  97738 

RE:  Southeast  Oregon  Resource  Management  Plan/ Environmental  Impact  Statement 

Mr.  Single  ton  and  Mr.  Kenna: 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  review  the  Draft  Southeast  Oregon  Resource  Management  Plan/ 
Environmental  Impact  Statement.  Hus  document  offers  an  interesting  variety  of  issues  assessment  of  the 
BLM  lands  of  Southeastern  Oregon. 

The  one  main  comment  from  the  Oregon  Water  Resources  Department  concerns  water  rights  for  existing  and 
additional  uses.  In  a  number  of  different  sections  in  the  EIS,  additional  or  expanded  recreational  sites  are 
proposed  as  alternatives.  If  developed  aa  proposed,  a  viable  source  of  water  would  be  important  for  many  cl 
these  projects 

I  have  included  two  examples  to  highlight  these  concerns.  Alternative  A  of  foe  recreational  management 
alternative  states  that  foe  Maim  Lake  Recreation  and  Watchable  Wildlife  Site  would  be  <rxp**ykd  into  a 
developed  campground  (3-99);  other  sites  are  also  mrntwn^H  &s  possibilities  for  further  recreational 
opportunities.  Water  sources  developed  to  provide  for  the  campground  would  likely  require  a  water  right 
especially  if  used  to  irrigate  the  campground.  Another  example  of  where  a  water  right  would  be  needed  is 
alternative  A  for  the  management  of  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers,  which  proposes  to  develop  a  water  diversion  to 
irrigate  foe  meadows  at  foe  Riddle  Brothers  RanchNatiooal  Historic  District  (3-214).  A  water  right  i* 
required  to  divert  water  for  irrigation  purposes. 

Sufficient  water  supplies  with  valid  water  rights  from  foe  State  of  Oregon  are  Dcccsswy  for  both  existing  and 
proposed  sites.  The  availability  of  water  in  much  of  the  region  covered  by  this  EIS  is  limited  and  may 
hamper  additional  developments  that  are  water  dependent 

We  are  interested  in  the  outcome  of  the  management  alternatives;  please  keep  us  informed  as  *h»a  process 
continues.  In  the  meantime,  please  contact  the  Wstg  Resources  Department  if  you  have  questions  about 
existing  or  new  water  rights  on  BLM  land. 


cc:  Jerry  Rodeos.  Regional  Manager 

Milch  Lcwir,  WsUrmscer.  Region  |0 
Larry  Powers,  Wetennaster,  Region  9 


District  Manager 

U.S.  Bureau  of  Land  Management 
100  Oregon  Street 
Vale,  OR  97918 

attn:  SEORMP 

Subject:  Comments  on  Draft  Southeast  Oregon  Resource  Management  Plan  and  Environmental  Impact 
Statement 

My  comments  focus  on  the  rangeland  vegetation  and  domestic  livestock  grazing  aspects  of  the  Southeast 
Oregon  Resource  Management  Plan  and  Environmental  Impact  Statemeni  (SEORMP). 

Given  the  magnitude  of  what  I  consider  to  be  fatal  flaws  in  the  SEORMP.  I  will  limit  myself  to  the 
following  flaws: 

1 .  Failure  to  consider  a  range  of  alternatives  for  the  amount  of  domestic  livestock  use  that  will  be 
permitted. 

2.  Failure  to  effectively  tier  to  the  Desired  Range  of  Future  Conditions  in  the  Draft  Eastsidc 
Environmental  Impact  Statement  (DEEIS). 

3.  Failure  to  provide  meaningful,  and  readily  available  information  on  rangeland  conditions  and 
trends  to  provide  adequate  baselines  for  public  review  and  implementing  Adaptive  Management. 

1 .  Failure  to  consider  a  range  of  alternatives  for  the  amount  of  domestic  livestock  use  that  will  be  permitted 

It  is  not  clear  in  Chapter  3,  The  Alternatives,  how  much  domestic  livestock  use  is  planned  or  anticipated 
under  the  various  alternatives.  These  estimates  appear  only  in  Cliapter  4.  Environmental  Consequences,  in 
the  Rangeland/Grazing  Use  section. 

-Alternative  A  (page  4-105):  Permitted  AL’Ms  constant  to  plus  10%. 

-Alternative  B  (page  4-107):  Permitted  AL'Ms  not  vary  more  than  5%  from  current. 

-Alternative  C  (page  4-109):  Permitted  AUMs  constant  to  minus  10% 

-Alternative  D  (page  4-1 10):  Permitted  AL’Ms  constant  to  minus  20% 

-Alternative  E:  No  commercial  use  authorized. 

Except  for  Alternative  F  which  is  provided  only  for  analytic  purposes.  Alternatives  A  through  D  are  all  the 
same.  All  include  present  levels  of  use  as  pan  of  the  range  of  expectations,  and  the  greatest  variation 
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contemplated  (minus  20%)  falls  within  the  normal  range  of  year  to  year  variation.  This  can  be  illustrated  by 
examining  the  authorized  use  on  Section  3  lands  for  Oregon  for  the  period  1 980- 1 996  (the  same  period 
used  in  SEORMP  for  evaluating  recent  lire  history)  as  reported  in  the  respective  editions  of  Public  Lands 
Statistics.  The  average  authorized  use  for  that  period  was  834,601  AUMs  for  all  Section  3  lands  in  Oregon, 
and  the  confidence  interval  at  the  .05  level  of  significance  is  plus  or  minus  210,267,  or  25%  of  the  mean 
(see  attachment  l). 

Therefore,  up  to  25%  year  to  year  variation  in  slocking  is  normal  for  Oregon  public  lands  livestock 
operations,  and  Alternatives  A  through  D  are  all  the  same  as  they  all  fall  within  that  range  of  variation. 

2.  Failure  to  effectively  tier  to  the  Desired  Range  of  Future  Conditions  in  the  Eastsidc  Draft  Environmental 
Impact  Statement  (DEEIS). 

The  “Desired  Range  of  Future  Conditions"  in  the  SEORMP  are  extremely  general  and  vague  to  the  point 
that  just  about  any  kind  of  rangeland  conditions  could  be  rationalized  as  falling  within  the  ranges  specified. 

1  he  SEORMP  is  supposed  to  be  tiered  to  the  DEEIS  and  should,  therefore,  reflect  and  refine  the  desired 
range  of  tuture  conditions  for  the  preferred  alternative  in  the  DEEIS.  The  SEORMP  does  not  do  this  and. 
rather  than  being  more  specific,  is  actually  more  general  and  vague  than  the  parent  document. 

In  the  absence  of  a  tie  of  the  SEORMP  desired  range  of  future  conditions  to  those  specified  in  the  parent 
document,  any  analysis  of  cumulative  effects  is  rendered  null.  In  addition,  how  can  you  possibly  attempt  to 
manage  to  achieve  those  conditions  if  you  haven’t  even  determined  what  you  have  now? 

The  following  table  compares  the  desired  range  of  future  conditions  for  the  preferred  alternative  for 
“Terrestrial  Ecosystems  -  Rangelands’’  specified  on  page  3-34  of  the  DEEIS  with  an  estimate  of  what  you 
have  now.  The  estimate  of  what  you  have  now  is  based  on  tabulating  data  from  the  OAESIS  database  as 
presented  in  the  appendix  of  Some  Major  Rangeland  Potential  Vegetation  Types  and  Community  Classes  in 
the  Interior  Columbia  River  Basin  and  Northern  Great  Basin ,  by  Larry  L.  Walker.  BLM  Oregon  State 
Office,  January  1997.  (see  attachment  2  for  tabulation). 


Potential  Vegetation  Group 

SllWure 

DELIS  URIC 

You  Have 

Dry  Grass 

native  grass-forb 

60-80% 

30% 

Dry  Shrub 

native  grass-forb 

10-25% 

4% 

open  shrub/native  grass-forb 

50-70% 

33% 

Cool  Shrub 

native  grass-forb 

15-40% 

2% 

open  shrub/native  grass-forb 

60-80% 

45% 

3.  Failure  to  provide  meaningful,  and  readily  available  information  on  rangeland  conditions  and  trends  to 
provide  adequate  baselines  for  public  review  and  implementing  Adaptive  Management. 

As  you  have  pointed  out  (page  2-14).  you  have  nearly  total  coverage  with  Ecological  Site  Inventories.  Most 
or  all  of  this  information  has  been  compiled  into  computer  databases  and  geographic  information  systems 
(GIS).  With  these  resources,  you  could  readily  have  produced  tables  and  maps  of  Ecological  Condition  at 
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any  level  of  detail  -  but  you  have  not. 

From  GIS  databases  of  allotments  and  pastures  (which  you  also  have  )  combined  with  monitoring  data  that 
you  have  collected  and  evaluated  in  accordance  with  Oregon's  Rangeland  Monitoring  Handbook  (Oregon 
BLM  Manual  Supplement  H-l  734-2) ,  you  could  have  produced  tables  and  maps  of  trend  -  but  you  have 
not. 

Both  of  these  items  are  necessary  for  an  effective  review  of  the  SEORMP.  and  they  are  ESSENTIAL  for 
“adaptive  management”.  The  Rangeland  Monitoring  Handbook,  in  fact,  lays  out  a  program  of  adaptive 
management  not  unlike  what  you  propose  (page  3-4).  and  which  you  have  supposedly  been  following  for 
over  a  decade. 

In  summary  ,  the  Southeast  Oregon  Resource  Management  Plan  fails  to  comply  with  the  National 
Environmental  Policy  Act,  fails  to  fulfill  the  planning  requirements  of  the  Federal  Land  Policy  and 
Management  Act,  fails  to  provide  the  inventory  information  required  by  the  Federal  Land  Policy 
and  Management  Act  and  the  Public  Rangeland  Improvement  Act.  and  fails  to  comply  with  the  umbrella 
requirements  of  the  Draft  Eastside  Environmental  Impact  Statement. 

Given  these  major  deficiencies.  I  will  hold  my  additional  comments  pending  the  release  of  the  “Draft 
Supplement  to  the  Southeast  Oregon  Resource  Management  Plan  and  Environmental  Impact  Statement”  for 
review. 


Sincerely  yours. 


Attachments: 

1.  Statistical  Ana^vsis  of  Authorized  Use.  Orqaon.  1980-1996 

2.  Existing  Structure  by  Potential  Vegetation  Group 

cc: 

Director.  Bureau  of  Land  Management 
BLM  Oregon  State  Director 
BLM  District  Manager.  Bums 
BLM  District  Manager,  Prineville 
BI  M  District  Manager.  Lakeview 
BLM  District  Manager.  Spokane 

Project  Manager,  Interior  Columbia  Basin  Ecosystem  Management  Project 

Oregon  Natural  Desert  Association 

Oregon  Natural  Resources  Council 

Idaho  Watersheds  Project 

Congressman  Wu 

Senator  Wyden 
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March  1, 1999 


RECEIVED 

MAR  -  2  1999 

VALE  DISTRICT  BLM 


Ed  Singleton,  Vale  District  Manager 
Vale  District  BLM  Office 
100  Oregon  St 
Vale,  OR  97918 


Dear  Mr.  Singleton, 

I  would  like  to  advise  that  I  am  very  much  opposed  to  alternative  "C"  of  the 
Southeastern  Oregon  Resource  Management  Plan.  It  would  appear  that 
alternative  "C”  maintains  the  status  quo,  disregarding  the  condition  of  the 
rangeland  as  well  as  the  available  science. 

It  is  dear  that  alternative  “D”  comes  much  doser  to  meeting  the  ecosystem 
management  goals.  The  primary  concern  is  the  difference  in  the  river  miles  for 
wild  and  scenic  status  between  the  two  proposals.  Alternative  “D”  best 
represents  the  values  of  these  high  desert  systems.  This  alternative  also  makes 
provision  for  new  areas  of  critical  environmental  concern.  I  am  of  the  opinion  that 
the  BLM  could  further  strengthen  alternative  “D"  and  recognize  the  studies  done 
to  date  including  the  reduction  or  elimination  of  cattle  grazing  to  facilitate 
improvement  of  allotments  that  are  in  fair  to  poor  condition.  Proper  management 
at  this  time  could  reduce  the  probability  of  listing  the  sage  grouse  as  an 
endangered  species.  The  reduced  numbers  of  sage  grouse  further  exemplifies 
the  loss  of  suitable  habitat  over  the  past  several  decades.  Alternative  “D"  should 
further  be  strengthened  to  preclude  livestock  grazing  from  riparian  areas.  This  is 
necessary  to  provide  the  necessary  balance  of  the  ecosystem;  at  the  same  time 
protecting  water  quality  and  the  water  table  of  the  adjoining  lands.  This  will 
further  assist  in  critical  fish  and  wildlife  habitat  restoration. 

Management  over  6  million  acres  of  public  land  over  the  next  twenty  years  is  an 
immense  responsibility.  Your  careful  consideration  in  this  regard  is  very  much 
appreciated. 
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Ed  Singleton,  Vale  District  Manager 

Vale  District  BLM  Office  ^  l/g  ^ 

100  Oregon  St  #4?  *  ,  _ 

Vale,  OR  97918  J  tyg 

^eiu 

Dear  Mr.Singleton: 

I  would  like  to  provide  some  comments  and  concerns  about  the  SEORMP. 

My  current  understanding  is  that  Alternative  C  is  the  BLM  preference.  1  am 
concerned  that  this  set  of  guidelines  will  not  adequately  protect  this  important  part 
of  my  state,  and  will  not  ensure  that  my  children  will  find  a  land  as  richly  diverse  as 
I  have  been  able  to  experience. 

In  particular,  I  have  seen,  and  continue  to  see  almost  every  day  in  my  home 
area,  the  impact  that  grazing  has  on  the  high  desert  environment  and  its  plants  and 
animals.  I  want  to  see  greater  protection  for  the  riparian  areas,  especially  those  such 
as  the  Donder  and  Blitzen  that  have  already  been  granted  Wild  and  Scenic  status, 
but  lack  protection  appropriate  to  this  status.  I  would  also  like  grazing  excluded 
from  wilderness  study  areas,  ACECs,  and  any  areas  judged  of  special  importance  to 
native  wildlife. 

I  have  spent  many  hours  on  Steens  Mt.  and  have  tried  to  imagine  how  much 
richer  a  place  it  would  be  without  the  ravages  of  grazing.  I  am  not  opposed  to 
grazing,  and  I  consider  ranching  to  be  a  valuable  feature  of  Eastern  Oregon,  but  I  do 
not  think  the  economic  benefit  gained  by  a  few  justifies  the  continued  misuse  of 
public  lands. 

1  think  Alternative  D  is  the  most  appropriate  management  plan,  but  I  would 
like  to  have  grazing  access  to  Steens  Mt  and  the  Alvord  limited  to  a  greater  degree. 

1  appreciate  your  consideration  of  these  issues. 


Ed  Singleton.  Vale  District  Manager 
Vale  District  BLM  Office 
*00  Oregon  Street 
Vale  Oregon 


Mr  Singleton 

1  am  writing  to  urge  you  to  reject  Alternative  C  of  SEORMP  Over  the  past  20  years  l  have  made 
many  trips  to  this  magnificent  region  that  you  manage  It  amazes  me  that  an  area  such  as  this  is  not 
managed  in  a  manner  that  would  enhance  its  beauty  rather  than  exploit  tf  for  the  profit  of  a  very  few 
Last  spring  I  had  the  privilege  to  float  the  South  Fork  of  the  Oywhce  and  was  at  once  mesmerised  by 
the  landscape  and  disgusted  by  it's  exploitation  as  a  fecdlot  I  have  seen  mam  rivers  across  the  U.  S 
and  several  other  countries  on  different  comments,  but  none  more  spectacular  than  the  forks  of  and 
the  Owyhee  itself.  Your  agency  is  charged  with  managing  a  region  that  contains  a  national  treasure 
please  begin  to  treat  it  as  such. 

Grazing  in  this  area  is  not  a  national  priority  and  should  be  excluded  from: 

Wild  and  scenic  river  corridors. 

Riparian  areas , 

Critical  wildlife  and  fish  habitat. 

Wilderness  study  areas,  and 

Grazing  allotments  in  fair  or  poor  condition 


cc  Craig  Hanson 
Burns  District  BLM 


Sincerely, 

Rick  Goldstein 


ccCraig  Hansen 
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:  MAR  -  3  1999 

■  Vl'-cOISTRICTBLM 

The  Desk  of  Mr.  Pat  Doty 


February  27.  199V 

Ed  Single! on.  Vale  District  Manager 
Vale  District  BLM  Office 

Dear  Sir: 

1  am  writing  to  urge  you  to  select  Alternative  D  for  Use  Southeast  Oregon  Resource  Management 
Plan  As  a  frequent  visitor  to  live  Steens  Mountains  and  the  Oregon  Canyon  Mountains.  I  tan  see  ilh. 
damage  done  by  overgrazing  1  support  on-the-ground  monitoring  and  real  standards  to  protect  these 
areas 

Sincerely. 

bssfrf 

Pat  Doty 

Concerned  citizen 


... 

tfAVF.NOSPFMESBk.Him 


L-191 

/' 


TO:  Mr  Ed  Singleton 


£7 


^e0  * 

°^/C: 


L-192 


February  28,  1999 


ReCHIVEO 

MM  ~  3  1999 

V*LE  DISTRICT  BUI 


Something  of  great  concern  has  recently  come  to  my  attention,  regarding  an  area 
of  Oregon  that  I  love  dearly  The  scenic  areas  of  the  Blizten  and  Owyhee  Rivers  are  of 
particular  interest  to  me,  so  I  am  writing  to  you  in  an  attempt  to  appeal  for  the  welfare  of 
these  Rivers. 

There  is  a  great  deal  of  attention  growing  in  the  public  about  protecting  fish  and 
wildlife  habitat,  and  more  and  more  education  about  the  importance  of  riparian  areas,  but 
often  those  in  places  of  the  most  influence  are  slow  to  act.  I  hope  this  does  not  become 
the  case  in  Oregon  in  regard  to  the  State’s  natural  treasures.  I  had  the  sad  misfortune  of 
observing  destruction  and  overgrazing  destroy  the  integrity  of  an  important  wetlands  area 
local  to  Hillsboro,  Ore  and  I  vowed  never  to  be  passive  about  something  so  important 
again. 

1  believe  there  are  very  serious  flaws  in  the  Alternative  C,  the  plan  being 
proposed  for  management  of  the  Owyhee  Canyonlands  and  surrounding  areas.  It  is 
irresponsible  and  weak.  1  urge  you  to  support  Plan  D,  and  support  responsible  land 
management.  This  important  scenic  area  is  a  treasure,  and  I  truly  believe  it  is  our 
responsibility  to  care  and  manage  it  with  a  focus  on  protecting  it,  not  destroying  it 
Overgrazing  strips  the  land  of  natural  protection  that  is  difficult,  if  not  impossible  to 
replace.  I  am  not  an  activist,  and  I  am  not  a  vegetarian.  I  do  value  the  native  plants,  fish 
and  wildlife  so  much  1  cannot  imagine  the  tittle  value  of  grazing  those  producing 
livestock  will  get  out  of  this  area  is  worth  the  price  of  potentially  destroying  something 
that  is  unreplaceable.  I  ask  you  to  please  consider  carefully  the  choices  that  are  in  your 
hands,  and  in  the  hands  of  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management 

Sincerely, 


Kathryn  G  Thornton 


Ed  Singleton,  Vale  District  Manager 
Vale  District  BLM  Office 
1 00  Oregon  St 
Vale,  OR  97918 


Dear  Mr.  Singleton, 

I  am  writing  you  as  a  lover  of  the  desert  I  am  writing  you  to  urge  you  to  reject 
Alternative  C  of  the  Southeast  Oregon  Resource  Management  Plan. 

The  problem  with  Alternative  C  is  that  if  it  is  adopted  there  will  be  no  livestock  grazing 
reductions,  even  in  sensitive  and  damaged  areas  it  is  supposed  to  be  protecting. 
Livestock  grazing  reduction  is  essentia)  for  the  health  and  recovery  of  the  Southeast 
Oregon  desert  I  urge  you  instead  to  strengthen  and  adopt  Alternative  D. 

Despite  the  economic  pressure  to  the  contrary,  the  long-term  health  of  the  desert 
demands  that  we  reduce  grazing  and  emphasize  low-impact  recreation,  and 
implement  the  proposed  289  river  miles  for  Wild  and  Scenic  status  tor  the  Blitzen. 

Thank  you  for  your  attention, 


Sandy  Polishuk 
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March  1,  1999 

Ed  Singleton.  Vale  District  Manager 
Vsale  District  BL  Office 
100  Oregon  Street 
Vale.  OR  97918 

Dear  Ed, 

1  believe  SEORMP  fails  to  look  at  the  lull  range  ot  alternatives  as  required  by  NhE  A 
There  needs  to  be  stronger  grazing  restrictions  in  1 )  riparian  areas,  2)  critical  habitat  and 
sensitive  areas,  3)  wilderness  study  areas  and  4)  allotments  that  are  in  fair  or  poor 

conditions 

Let  s  not  be  in  love  with  the  cow  at  the  expense  of  the  environment  We  have  an 
obligation  to  our  future  to  develop  management  practices  that  ensure  the  longterm 
sustainability  of  healthy  and  productive  land  The  Who-  alternatives  fall  short 

Please,  make  the  right  decision,  not  the  one  based  on  political  issues  You  have  been 
vested  with  the  longterm  management  decisions  about  the  lands  we  all  care  about,  please 
make  a  wise,  deliberate,  well  thought  out  decision  Let’s  protect  those  more  sensitive 
areas  as  well 


1  urge  you  to  choose  alternative  D 


March  1,  1999 


Greetings  Ed, 


Protection  rather  than  degradation... 

I  am  writing  to  you  on  behalf  of  the  effort  to  adopt  a 
strengthened  alternative  "D"  to  the  SEORMP’ s  ecosystem 
management  goals.  I  believe  alternative  ”D”  needs  to 
incorporate  a  more  protective  approach  in  regard  to 
wilderness  study  areas,  riparian  areas,  an  critical 
fish  and  wildlife  areas  through  the  prevention  of 
livestock  grazing  and  the  exclusion  of  livestock. 

Thank  you  for  your  attention  in  this  matter. 


Sincerely, 

Michael  Steiner 


L-195 


Ed  Singleton.  Vale  District  Manager  2/23/99 

Vale  District  BLM  Office 
100  Oregon  Street 
Vale,  OR  97918 

Dear  Sir: 


v* 


1  am  writing  to  comment  on  the  BLMs  Southeast  Oregon  Resource  Management  Plan  (SEORMP).  1  am 
the  manager  of  Mazama  Lodge  at  Mt.  Hood,  but  1  have  spent  considerable  time  in  southeastern  Oregon, 
both  by  myself  and  with  my  wife,  and  with  groups  such  as  the  Mazamas  and  the  Siena  Club.  1  strongly 
urge  the  BLM  to  reject  Alternative  C  and  instead  choose  a  strengthened  Alternative  D  that  excludes 
livestock  grazing  from  riparian  areas.  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers,  critical  fish  and  wildlife  habitat,  ACECs. 
wilderness  study  areas,  and  grazing  allotments  labeled  in  "fair"  or  "poor"  condition.  I  can't  begin  to 
communicate  to  you  the  dismay  I  feel  when  constantly  encountering  the  damaging  presence  of  cattle  on 
public  lands  as  I  roam  this  area.  This  dismay  is  doubled  when  I  know  the  incredible  heritage  of  wild 
mustangs,  such  as  the  famous  KJger  Mustangs,  is  constrained  and  actually  murdered  in  order  to  run  cattle 
in  a  totally  unsustainable  fashion  on  these  lands.  1  personally  would  like  to  see  nearly  all  the  cattle 
removed  from  the  lands  managed  by  the  SEORMP  and  this  area  set  aside  for  a  more  natural  ecology  that 
includes  mustangs,  antelope,  fox.  trout,  grouse,  and  even  wolves  that  might  wander  in,  but  NOT  cattle. 

Furthermore,  the  "adaptive  management."  upon  which  this  plan  is  heavily  reliant,  is  no  substitute  for 
objective  standards  and  guidelines.  Without  constant,  on-the-ground  monitoring,  which  is  impossible 
given  how  understaffed  the  BLM  is,  adaptive  management  will  only  lead  to  further  resource  degradation. 
Given  the  peer-group  pressure  BLM  staff  is  subject  to  (trying  to  enforce  against  buddies  they  grew  up  and 
went  to  school  with  in  their  local  area)  adaptive  management  allows  for  a  degree  of  latitude  that  is 
unacceptable  in  a  major  planning  document  such  as  the  SEORMP. 

As  currently  written,  the  SEORMP  contains  alarmingly  few  objective  management  standards,  making  it 
virtually  impossible  to  determine  whether  on-the-ground  management  is  commensurate  with  the 
SEORMP*s  goals.  Instead  the  BLM  needs  to  develop  objective,  numeric  standards  and  guidelines.  This 
would  prevent  abuse  by  a  "good  of  boy"  network  that  looks  the  other  way  at  abuses  by  neighbors. 


I  also  want  to  close  most  of  this  planning  area  to  off-road  vehicle  use.  I  wan!  more  emphasis  on 
undeveloped  types  of  recreation,  along  with  less  emphasis  on  fire  suppression. 

But  most  of  all  I  want  the  cattle  off  all  these  damaged- by-cattle  lands. 


Sincere  lyj 


Jason 
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February'  24.  1999 


Ed  Singleton 
Vale  District  BUM  Office 
100  Oregon  Street 
Vale.  Oregon  97918 

Dear  Mr  Singleton 


VVjS 

V* 

\ 


Your  agency  has  a  serious  responsibility  to  protect  the  land  described  in  the 
Southeast  Oregon  Resource  Management  Plan 

The  alternatives  described  are  not  perfect  but  Alternative  D  might  improve  the 
character  of  the  southeast  landscape  First,  the  reduction  or  elimination  of  grazing  is 
absolutely  necessary  I  have  been  over  most  of  southeast  Oregon  since  1 948  when  1 
worked  as  a  fishery  biologist  in  the  area  until  1957  The  beef  cow  (an  alien  species)  and 
the  feral  horse  have  no  place  on  public  land  in  southeast  Oregon  Damage  has  been 
obvious  and  continuous  for  many  years,  especially  along  riparian  areas  Control  mu«  be 
initiated  soon  to  protect  water  quality  and  wildlife  habitat,  as  well  as  recreational  and 
scenic  values  of  the  land 


I  have  seen  spnngs  and  small  live  streams  trampled  to  oblivion  by  cattle  and  feral 
horses  on  BLM  and  Forest  Service  land  Our  land  This  land  of  damage  must  not  be 
tolerated  in  the  and  areas  of  southeast  Oregon,  especially  at  taxpayer  expense 

Recreational  sites  must  be  taken  back  from  the  cows,  identified  and  designated, 
with  little  improvement,  for  use  by  hunters,  fishers,  bird  and  animal  watchers  and  campers 
This  is  how  our  public  lands  should  be  used,  with  low  impact  on  streams  and  riparian 
vegetation 

It  IS  time  for  BLM  to  begin  phasing  out,  or  buying  out,  those  permittees  who  graze 
in  areas  completely  unsuitable  for  the  purpose,  or  where  complete  rest  from  grazing  is 
mandatory  Buying  out  ranchers  could  be  the  best  use  of  our  (taxpayers')  money  for  the 
protection  of  water  resources,  wildlife  resources  and  the  land  itself. 

Sincerely, 


Letters  -  228 


cc:  Director,  BLM 

BLM  Regional  Director 


L-202 


March  1,  1999 
Page  2 


March  1,  1999 


Ed  Singleton,  Vale  District  Mgr. 

Vale  District  BLM  Office 
100  Oregon  Street 
Vale,  OR  07918 

Dear  Mr.  Singleton, 

Please  accept  these  comments  on  the  draft  SEORMP. 

As  an  outdoor  and  nature  photographer,  I  have  travelled 
extensively  in  the  area  covered  by  this  Regional  Management 
Plan,  and  while  my  observations  are  not  scientific,  they  are 
based  on  first  hand  knowledge  of  what  I  have  seen  and  the 
conclusions  I  have  made. 

Generally  speaking,  the  amount  of  resource  damage  caused  by 
livestock  grazing  of  these  public  lands  is  appalling.  In  the 
past  two  years  I  have  visited  most  of  the  special  areas  within 
the  Vale  and  Burns  Districts;  the  ACECs,  the  KSAs,  and  the 
unique  geologic  and  natural  features  that  dot  the  landscape. 

Without  exception,  the  numbers  of  livestock  grazing,  the  develop¬ 
ments  exclusively  benefitting  this  use,  and  the  lack  of  rotation 
and  monitoring  on  these  lands,  all  have  astounded  me. 

Now  I  read  that  this  management  plan  update  calls  for  no  re¬ 
duction  of  livestock  use  for  these  public  treasures,  no  protections 
for  severely  over -exploited  water  and  riparian  areas,  and  no 
curtailment  of  grazing  for  areas  in  extremely  overgrazed  condition- 
I'm  outraged!  How  can  we  expect  fish  and  wildlife,  and  natural 
processes  to  rebound  and  function  as  they  should  when  we  are 
giving  away  all  the  resource  to  an  entirely  inappropriate,  incom¬ 
patible  user  group,  namely  the  subsidized  public  land  ranching 
industry? 

The  answer  is  we  cannot,  and  we  must  not  allow  this  level  of 
overuse  to  continue. 


RECEIVED 
MAR  -  3  1999 

V/i.e  DISTRICT  BLM 


livestock  grazing  is  incompatible  with  these  uses  and  values. 

These  areas  should  be  rested  until  they  recover  to  excellent 
condition,  then  determine  if  livestock  grazing  is  compatible 
with  maintaining  and  improving  natural  conditions  for  fish  and 
wildlife,  watershed  health,  and  public  recreation.  Places  like 
Steens  Mountain,  Jordon  Craters,  Diamond  Craters  and  the  Alvord 
Desert,  riparian  and  upland  areas  in  the  Owyhee  Canyonlands,  and 
Trout  Creek  Mountains  and  Pueblo  Mountains,  Hawk  Mountain,  Castle 
Rock  and  the  Camp  Creek  Group,  all  of  these  areas  contain  out¬ 
standing  characteristics  and  should  be  managed  to  protect  and 
enhance  these  values.  All  of  these  areas  have  been  severely 
impacted  and  depleated  by  livestock  grazing  and  must  be  rested 
into  recovery.  The  resiliency  of  nature  is  not  without  limits, 
we  must  rehabilitate  these  public  treasures. 

The  BLM  must  reject  the  "Preferred  Alternative-C"  in  this 
draft  as  it  does  not  achieve  the  levels  of  improvement  in  resource 
condition  required  by  the  BLM  management  plan  updates. 

Instead,  I  urge  the  BLM  to  strengthen  and  adopt  Alternative  D, 
as  it  comes  much  closer  to  meeting  the  SEORMP 1 s  ecosystem  management 
goals . 

Livestock  must  be  excluded  from  grazing  in  such  world-class  places 
as  those  I've  mentioned,  plus  all  candidate  wilderness  areas  and 
wild  and  scenic  rivers.  Adaptive  management  is  no  substitute  for 
real  protection,  and  these  places  I  have  visited  recently  are  so 
depleated  of  most  of  their  natural  values  that  they  barely  function 
as  habitat  for  threatened  fish  and  wildlife  species,  let  alone 
provide  for  recreational,  hunting  and  fishing  uses. 

Roads  that  severely  impact  natural  resource  values,  must  be 
relocated  or  closed  and  rehabilitated.  User-created  roads  that  are 
incompatible  with  ecosystem  management  goals  must  be  obliterated. 

The  Transportation  Plan  for  these  resource  areas  must  be  completed 
and  implemented  before  renewing  the  regional  management  plans,  other¬ 
wise  the  resource  will  continue  to  be  d^araded  £>v  inppDrpDriate...motor- 
ized  users.  Plus  the  Transportation  Plan  must  be  made  public  before 
it  is  implemented  so  that  we  all  have  the  opportunity  for  review  and 
comment . 


Until  scientifically  proven  to  benefit  the  recovery  of  de¬ 
pleated  fish  and  wildlife  and  other  natural  resource  values  graded 
below  "good"  condition,  and  until  area  streams  and  rivers  are 
certified  to  be  non-water  quality,  or  quantity  limited,  no  grazing 
activity  should  be  allowed  on  any  of  these  lands  until  sufficiently 
recovered  to  allow  grazing  to  resume. 

Specifically  the  BLM  should;  withdraw  grazing  permits  from  all 
ACECs,  WSAs  and  other  special  management  areas.  These  areas  harbor 
special  and  outstanding  natural  values  and  features,  and  continued 


Please  add  my  name  to  the  list  of  those  interested  individuals  who 
will  receive  the  Transportation  Plan  once  it  is  completed.  Since  I 
have  travelled  many  of  these  roads,  I  have  first  hand  knowledge  on  the 
condition  and  appropriateness  of  these  roads  and  ways. 

Thank  you  for  considering  these  brief  comments,  and  I  look  forward 
to  seeing  a  significantly  improved  preferred  alternative  whan  the 
final  plan  is  completed. 

cc:Craig  Hansen 

Burns  District  BLM 


Sincerely, 

Sandy  H.  Lonsdale 
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March  1,1999 

Ed  Singleton,  Vale  District  Manager 
Vale  District  BLM  Office 
100  Oregon  Street 
Vale,  OR  979 18 


Dear  Mr.  Singleton, 

I  am  writing  in  regards  to  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management's  Southeast  Oregon  Resource 
Management  Plan. 

1  urge  the  Bureau  to  reject  Alternative  C  and  choose  a  strengthened  Alternative  D 

The  area  affected  by  the  Plan  is  huge,  so  “adaptive  management”  cannot  effectively  monitor 
practices  in  the  area  to  ensure  protection  of  riparian  areas  and  critical  fish  and  wildlife  habitat 

Alternative  D  would  reduce  livestock  grazing,  emphasize  undeveloped  types  of  recreation, 
deemphasize  fire  suppression,  and  restore  or  close  sites  where  nature al  values  are  jeopardized  by 
overuse.  Taking  such  steps  is  a  good  beginning  toward  the  goal  of  protecting  the  6.3  million 
acreas  of  the  study  area  for  future  generations.  From  here,  the  BLM  can  go  on  to  strengthen 
Alternative  D  for  even  better  results. 


* 
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VALE  DISTRICT  BLM 


Water  Resources  Department 

Commerce  Building 
158  12th  Street  NE 
Salem,  OR  9731(M)210 
(503)  378-3739 
FAX  (503)  378-8130 


Edwin  Singleton 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

Vale  District  Office 

1 00  Oregon  Street 

Vale.  OR  97918 


James  Kenna 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Bums  District  Office 
HC-74- 12533  H\vy20West 
Hines,  OR  97738 


RE:  Southeast  Oregon  Resource  Management  Plan /  Environmental  Impact  Statement 

Mr  Singleton  and  Mr  Kenna 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  review  the  Draft  Southeast  Oregon  Resource  Management  Plan/ 
Environmental  Impact  Statement  This  document  offers  an  interesting  variety  of  issues  and  assessment  of  the 
BLM  lands  of  Southeastern  Oregon 


The  one  mam  comment  from  the  Oregon  Water  Resources  Department  concerns  water  rights  for  existing  and 
addmonal  uses.  In  a  number  of  different  sections  in  the  EIS.  additional  or  expanded  recreational  sites  arc 
proposed  as  alternatives  If  developed  as  proposed,  a  v  iable  source  of  w  ater  w  ould  be  important  for  many  of 
these  projects 


I  have  included  two  examples  to  highlight  these  concerns  Alternative  A  of  the  recreational  management 
aiternauve  states  that  the  Mann  Lake  Recreation  and  Walchablc  Wildlife  Site  would  be  expanded  into  a 
developed  campground  (3-99);  other  sites  are  also  mentioned  as  possibilities  for  further  rccrcauonal 
opportunities  Water  sources  developed  to  provide  for  the  campground  would  likely  require  a  water  nght, 
especially  if  used  to  irrigate  the  campground  Another  example  of  w  here  a  w  ater  nght  would  be  needed  is 
alternative  A  for  the  management  of  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers,  which  proposes  to  develop  a  water  diversion  to 
imgate  the  meadows  at  the  Riddle  Brothers  Ranch  National  Historic  District  (3-2 14)  A  water  nght  is 
required  to  divert  water  for  irrigation  purposes 

Sufficient  water  supplies  with  valid  water  nghts  from  the  State  of  Oregon  are  necessary  for  both  existing  and 
proposed  sites  The  availability  of  w  ater  in  much  of  the  region  covered  by  this  EIS  is  limited  and  may 
hamper  additional  developments  that  arc  w  ater  dependent 

We  arc  interested  in  the  outcome  of  the  management  alternatives,  please  keep  us  informed  as  this  process 
continues  In  the  meantime,  please  contact  the  Water  Resources  Department  if  you  have  questions  about 
existing  or  new  w  ater  nghts  on  BLM  land 


cc  Jerry  Rodgers.  Regional  Manager 

Mitch  lewis.  Wmermastcr.  Region  10 
I-any  Powers,  Watcmaster.  Region  9 
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February  25,  1999 
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Gary  Cooper 
BLM,  Vale  District  Office 
100  Oregon  Street 
Vale,  OR  97918 

Dear  Mr.  Cooper 

After  reviewing  the  Draft,  Southeast  Oregon  Resource  Management  Plan  /  Environmental  Impact 
Statement  l  offer  the  following  comments 

SEORMP  Chapter  3,  page  212  deals  with  the  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  management.  BLM 
objective  is  to  protect  and  enhance  the  ORVs  of  the  designated  rivers  This  plan  closes  the  Deary 
Pasture  to  livestock  grazing  in  all  alternatives  except  Alternative  B  It  has  not  been  proven  that 
cattle  damage  the  ORVs.  In  many  cases  cattle  grazing  actually  improves  wildlife  habitat.  It  has 
been  shown  in  many  areas  that  once  the  cattle  are  permanently  removed  much  of  the  wildlife  will 
also  leave 

Flooding  of  the  Owyhee  at  Deary  Pasture  is  responsible  for  streambank  damage  and  prohibits 
healthy  development  of  riparian  areas  Livestock  grazing  is  not  responsible  for  this  Their 
removal  will  not  improve  these  areas 

Removal  of  livestock  grazing  from  the  Deary  Pasture  removes  a  source  of  water  from  the  Jackies 
Butte  Allotment  A  supplemental  water  source  needs  to  be  developed  before  cattle  are 
permanently  removed  from  the  river  at  Deary  Pasture 

On  map  LVST  1 J  Rome  North  is  listed  as  a  livestock  exclusion  area  It  is  used  October  20-25 
every  fall  by  the  Jackies  Butte  Permittees  for  the  purpose  of  sorting,  gathering,  and  holding  cattle 

The  plan  needs  to  be  rewritten  to  accommodate  the  needs  of  the  livestock  users  in  these  two 
areas,  the  Deary  Pasture  and  Rome  North 

Sincerely, 

Ed  Dowdl 


Mr.  Ed  Singleton 
Vale  District  Manager 
Vale  District  BLM  Office 
100  Oregon  Street 
Vale,  OR  97918 


RE:  SEORMP/EIS 

Dear  Mr.  Singleton: 

I  am  writing  to  communicate  to  you  my  comments  regarding  the 
Southeast  Oregon  Resource  Management  Plan/Environmental  Impact 
Statement. 

The  SEORMP  fails  to  explore  the  full  range  of  alternatives  as  required  by 
NEPA.  I  urge  to  choose  an  improved  Alternative  D  that  is  strengthened  to 
exclude  grazing  from  riparian  areas,  critical  habitat  and  sensitive  areas. 
Wilderness  Study  Areas,  and  allotments  in  fair  or  poor  condition. 

Thank  you  for  your  attenb'on  to  my  comments. 

Sincerely, 

Matt  Rck 

Cc:  Jim  Kenna 
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Ed  Singleton,  Vale  District  Manager 
Vale  District  BLM  Office 
100  Oregon  St. 

Vale,  OR  97918 


2/27/99 


Dear  Mr.  Singleton, 

I  am  writing  about  the  Southeast  Oregon  Resource 
Management  Plan  (SEORMP).  Recreation  is  growing  as  our 
population  grows.  There  is  more  and  more  need  for  quality 
protected  areas.  I  have  boated  the  Owyhee  River,  and  it  is 
beautiful.  We  need  more  Wild  and  Scenic  protection  for  more 
rivers  because  so  many  people  are  boating,  rivers  will  become 
overused.  Furthermore,  vve  need  to  stop  grazing  cattle  along 
protected  rivers  and  any  rivers  which  have  fish  populations. 
Cattle  hurt  salmon,  steelhead  and  native  fisheries. 

Therefore,  I  recommend  that  the  BLM  select  and 
strengthen  Alternative  D.  I  like  that  289  miles  of  river  would 
be  given  Wild  and  Scenic  status.  I  like  that  several  new  Areas 
of  Critical  Environmental  Concern  (ACECs)  would  be 
established.  However,  cattle  need  to  be  eliminated  from  BLM 
lands.  It  is  especially  important  to  eliminate  cattle  from  Wild 
and  Scenic  Rivers,  critical  fish  and  wildlife  habitat,  ACECs, 
riparian  areas,  grazing  allotments  in  fair  or  poor  condition,  and 
wilderness  study  areas.  Last,  your  '  adaptive  management"'  is 
no  substitute  for  real  standards  and  guidelines  plus  constant 
on-the-ground  monitoring.  Please  increase  environmental 
protection  of  our  public  lands.  Thanks. 


Sincerely, 

Steven  Tichenor 
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Ed  Singleton,  Vale  District  Manager 
Vale  District  BLM  Office 
100  Oregon  Street 
Vale,  OR  97918 


VALS 


flec^veo 

MA"-3  1990 


"  STRICT  Biy 


RE:  Comments  on  BLM's  Southeast  Oregon  Resource  Management  Plan 


Dear  Mr  Singleton; 

I  am  writing  to  comment  on  BLM's  Southeast  Oregon  Resource  Management  Plan  (SEORMP). 
Please  include  this  letter  as  part  of  the  permanent  \xt*c  record  on  the  SEORMP. 

I  am  concerned  about  the  management  direction  BLM  has  proposed  in  the  SEORMP  Southeast 
Oregon  contains  some  of  the  most  remote  wild  lands  in  the  Pacific  Northwest,  if  not  the  ertre 
lower  forty  eight  I  know  from  personal  experience  camping  and  Nking  in  the  canyons  of  Callow 
Rim  and  the  Steens  mountains,  the  dry  lake  beds  of  the  Ah/crd  desert,  and  along  the  Bltzen  River 
that  south  east  Oregon  has  numerous  areas  with  dear  wilderness  characteristics  BLM  should 
protect  these  and  other  areas  to  ensure  that  Americans  win  continue  to  have  an  abundant  legacy 
of  widemess  to  challenge  us  physlcaly  and  sustain  us  spiritually  in  the  new  miflentum. 

Southeast  Oregon  is  also  home  to  numerous  rare  and  endangered  species,  mciufing  bighorn 
sheep,  pronghorn  antelope,  kit  fox.  threatened  Lahontan  cutthroat  trout,  and  dwindling 
populations  of  sage  grouse  BLM  should  protect  the  habitat  of  these  and  other  species  so  future 
generations  of  Oregonians  and  Americans  will  know  the  joy  of  abundant  native  fish  and  wildlife. 

Unfortunately,  rather  than  proposing  a  new  management  drection  that  will  protect  wilderness 
values  and  the  habitat  of  native  species.  BLM's  proposed  aternarve  C  basically  maintains  the 
status  quo  by  continuing  to  emphasize  Svestock  grazing  over  an  ether  uses  and  thus  proposes  to 
continue  the  degradation  of  south  east  OregonVquote  s  wild  l®ids 

Alternative  C  should  be  rejected  Instead.  I  urge  you  adopt  a  strengthened  version  of  Alternative 
D.  I  urge  you  to  strengthen  Alternative  D  by  exdudmg  livestock  grazing  from 

•  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers,  such  as  the  Blltzen  and  Owyhee  Rivers; 

•  Rparian  areas, 

•  Otcai  fish  and  widWe  hat* at 

•  Areas  of  Critical  EnwonmentaJ  Concern; 

•  Wilderness  study  areas,  and 

•  Grazing  aiotments  *i  tar*  or  “poor*  condlion 

l  also  am  concerned  about  the  SEOfWPs  heavy  reliance  on  adaptive  management  Although 
adaptive  management  may  have  some  merit  In  terms  of  learning  from  previous  management 
successes  and  faAures.  It  to  not  a  sutwttute  for  abjective  standards  and  guidelines  Firthermore 
adaptive  management  Is  meaningless  without  constant,  on-the-ground  monitoring,  yet  BLM  does 
not  have  the  dotes  and  staff  necessary  to  do  so  Given  this  reality.  SEORMPs  heavy  reiance  on 
adaptive  management  is  more  (*ely  to  result  in  further  resource  degradation  rather  than 
protection  or  restoration 


MfceRiev 


February  28,  1999 

Ed  Singleton,  Vale  District  Manager 
Vale  District  BLM  Office 
100  Oregon  Street 

Vale,  OR  97918  RE;  In  favor  of  improved  SEORMP  Alt  D 


*4*,, 


Sr*tCT 


^0 

•999 


Dear  Mr.  Singleton, 


My  Background 

•  Rafted  Owyhee  River  each  May  past  4  years 

•  Visited  Steens,  Frenchglen,  and  Aivord  Desert  3  years  ago 

•  Volunteer.  US  Forest  Service,  Native  Grass  restoration  projects  past  4  years 
My  Thoughts 

Alternative  D  is  best  option,  but  strengthen  it  with  restoration  and  enhancement  of 
grazing  areas  by  careful  cattle  rotations,  using  cattle  to  enhance  native  grass  restoration 
like  The  Nature  Conservancy  is  now  doing  in  Sycan  Marsh  area,  and  reduce  cattle 
grazing  allotments  Enlightened  fire  science  management  policies  must  be  utilized 


c  c  Craig  Hansen.  Bums  District  BLM  Office 
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Mr.  Ed  Singleton,  Manager 
Vale  District,  BLM 
100  Oregon  Street 
Vale,  OR  97918 


Received 
MAR  -  3  W 

VAL£  DISTRICT  BIM 


Feb.  28,  1999 


Dear  Mr.  Singleton, 


This  comment  on  SEORMP,  the  Southeast  Oregon  Resource 
Management  Plan,  is  from  the  persDective  of  one  who  has 
watched  change  in  Oregon  since  horses  beached  seines  of 
salmon  and  chain-bound-bl imos  of  logs  crossed  out  the 
Columbia  bar;  since  production  of  wheat  and  meat  was 
patriotic  during  World  War  One. 


We  know  the  change,  but  we  don't  adjust.  The  ethic  of 
'take  what's  there  to  be  had'  persists  without  enough  concern 
for  survival  of  the  goose,  source  and  substance  of  the  golden 
eggs  of  clean  and  sustained  water,  fish,  clean  air,  grass, 
timber,  and  on  thru  critters,  bugs,  moulds,  symbiotics,  and 
all  that  interweave  as  ecosystem  —  ecosystem  in  balance  we 
yet  don't  understand  well  enough  to  manage,  even  when  we  try. 


If  Alternative  C  of  SEORMP  had  been  applied  eighty  years 
ago,  then  "D"  might  suffice  now.  But  now  the  system  is  too 
fractured  to  recover  without  remedials  focused  on  recovery. 
Chiefest  among  remedials  is  rest  from  impact  by  people  and 
cattle . 


After  natural  balance  and  health  is  restored  and  after 
we  learn  better  how  to  cooperate  with  the  natural  system,  we 
might  safely  continue  under  the  likes  of  Alternate  D.  But 
until  recovery,  until  we're  dealing  with  ecosystem  resilient 
enough  to  endure  our  good  intentions,  the  land  needs  relief 
—  more  relief  than  provided  in  Alternative  D. 

For  recovery, 

John  R.  O’Connor 


Copy:  Mr.  Craig  Hansen,  Manager,  Burns  District,  BLM 
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February  26,  1999 

Ed  Singleton,  Vale  District  Manager 
Vale  District  BLM  Office 
100  Oregon  Street 
Vale,  Oregon  97918 

Dear  Mr,  Singleton: 

First  of  all,  I  want  to  thank  you  and  your  staff  for  giving  me  this  opportunity  to  voice  my  opinion  on 
the  SEORMP.  (Thank  goodnea*  for  acronyms  !) 

After  studiously  reading  all  alternatives  way  into  wee  hours  of  the  morning,  night  after  night,  my 
over  taxed  mind  has  come  up  with  the  following  decisions: 

I.  Reject  Alternathe  C  and  select  a  strengthened  Alternative  D  plan  that  would  exclude  all 
livestock  from  the  following: 

A.  Ail  riparian  areas 

B.  All  wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  such  as  the  Owyhee  and  Blitzcn  Rivers 

C.  Critical  fish  and  wildlife  habitat 

D.  All  grazing  allotments  in  fair  and  poor  conditions,  which  would  include  the  following: 

a.  The  Steen  Mountains 

b.  The  Blitzen  River 

c.  The  stark  but  beautiful  Owyhee  Canyon  Lands 

d.  Nearly  300  river  miles  eligible  for  Federal  Wild  and  Scenic  Status 

You  must  in  all  earnest  get  very  serious  about  protecting  Oregon's  magnificent  desert  wildlands 
which  is  the  habitat  of  the  rare  kit  fox,  the  threatened  labontan  cutthroat  trout,  and  the  ever 
dw  indling  population  of  sage  grouse,  plus  the  bighorn  sheep  and  antelope. 

One  of  my  many  concerns  is  water  quality.  The  defecation  from  cows  as  well  as  other  animals  can 
cause  giardia  and  the  sometimes  the  fatal  fecal  protozoan  parasite  which  is  primarily  transmitted  by 
■pproiimitch  14%  of  young  tihn.  They  can  c»UK  lift  Ibmucoing  «nd  neither  cun  Ik 

helped  by  medicines! 

1  feel  the  financial  loss  of  zero  cattle,  horse,  sheep,  llama  or  emu  grazing  would  outweigh  the  possible 
law  suits  caused  by  continuing  grazing  which  causes  impure  water. 

I  find  it  amazing  that  we  use  such  homey  words  as:  cow  pies;  horse  biscuits;  sheep  pellets;  Eiotic 
plants  and  the  word,  may! 

Lets  put  the  pies  and  biscuits  in  the  oycn,  the  pellets  in  a  burning  beater,  the  exotic  plants  in  flower 

pots,  and  the  word  MAY  completely  out  of  management  plans. 

Why  is  it  I  always  read  (  grazing  may  cause  riparian  damage!  )  Who  are  we  kidding?  Ourselves? 


*ece/veo 

Mar  -  3  j593 

VALE  Strict  bu4 


Please  adopt  a  stronger  Alternative  D  management  plan  to  help  the  delicate  desert  area  survive. 

cc:  Craig  Hansen,  Burns  District  Manager 
Sincrrely,  Patricia  Garuutte  ONDA,  Bend  Oregon 


Phone:  (541)  479-  78Jp  e  mail:  dehnpatqiinternetcds.com 


Sisters  Forest  Planning  Committee 


Ed  Singleton 
March  1,  1999 
Page  2 


March  1,  1999  *  E  ,  v  £  Q 

u..*AR~3 

Ed  Singleton,  Vale  District  Manager 
Vale  District  BLM  Office 
100  Oregon  Street 
Vale,  OR  97918 

Re:  Southeast  Oregon  Resource  Management  Plan 

Dear  Mr  Singleton 

I  he  Sisters  Forest  Planning  Committee  is  grass  roots  conservation  organization  based  in  Central 
Oregon.  We  have  addressed  public  lands  issues,  including  providing  public  comments  on  land 
management  practices,  for  nearly  1 5  years.  Because  of  our  membership’s  increasing  concern  for 
the  management  of  Oregon  desen  lands,  we  wish  to  provide  comments  to  you  on  the  Southeast 
Oregon  Resource  Management  Plan,  and  to  be  included  on  your  mailing  list  for  this  process. 

We  oppose  your  selection  of  Alternative  C  as  the  preferred  alternative,  primarily  because  it  fails  to 
address  the  problems  of  grazing  by  livestock.  We  are  particularly  disturbed  by  your  agency’s 
continued  emphasis  on  livestock  grazing  over  other  resource  values  and  a  properly  functioning 
ecosystem 

Also  disturbing  is  your  focus  on  "adaptive  management”  without  the  provision  for  adequate 
monitoring  and  enforcement  The  SFPC's  experience  with  such  “adaptive  management”  is  that 
the  public  agencies  utilize  this  “method”  instead  of  a  system  that  involves  accountability.  Our 
experience  has  also  been  that  the  public  agencies  either  do  not  seek  or  lack  adequate  funds  to 
properly  monitor  and  enforce  an  adaptive  management  scenario  In  light  of  these  failures,  and 
because  of  budget  shortfalls,  there  need  to  be  strict  standards  and  guidelines  that  clearly  regulate 
activity  and  are  quantitative  so  that  they  can  be  measured,  at  least  by  the  public  if  not  the  agency 

Instead  of  Alternative  C,  please  select  an  alternative  that  strengthens  protection  of  wilderness 
study  areas,  riparian  areas,  the  streams  and  rivers  of  the  area  and  other  sensitive  habitat.  The 
closest  alternative  to  this  objective  is  Alternative  D,  but  it  does  not  go  far  enough  in  protecting 


these  values.  Also,  Alternative  D  lacks  the  necessary  monitoring  and  enforcement  provisions  that 
are  necessary  to  implement  any  plan,  and  needs  strict  standards  and  guidelines  to  facilitate 
management  and  accountability. 

While  our  organization  has  not  taken  a  position  of  calling  for  a  ban  of  livestock  grazing  on  public 
lands,  and  while  we  currently  believe  that  livestock  grazing  on  public  lands  can  be  appropriate  in 
certain  situations,  we  feel  that  your  agency's  current  approach  to  livestock  grazing  on  public 
lands,  as  reflected  in  the  Southeast  Oregon  Resource  Management  Plan,  is  outdated  and  seriously 
threatens  the  desert  ecosystems  of  Eastern  Oregon  Please  amend  your  Southeast  Oregon 
Resource  Management  Plan  to  adopt  a  broader  ecosystem  management  approach  that  will  truly 
protect  the  region’s  rivers,  riparian  areas  and  other  sensitive  sites  Only  in  that  way  can  you  truly 
preserve  options  for  public  managers  and  the  public  on  these  lands  in  the  future,  which  should  be 
a  primary  objective  of  yours  in  working  on  this  plan. 

Thank  you  for  this  opportunity  to  comment  on  your  plan. 

Very  truly  yours, 

vJ1 1\ 

PAUL  D  DEWEY 
Executive  Director 
PDDcc 

cc:  SFPC  Board  of  Directors 

Craig  Hansen,  Bums  District  Manager, 

Burns  District  BLM  Office 


SFPC\0220w.kr 
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February  26,  1999  VALE  DISTRICT  BLM 

Ed  Singleton,  Vale  District  Manager 
Vale  District  BLM  Office 
100  Oregon  Street 
Vale,  OR  97918 

Dear  Mr.  Singleton, 

Regarding  the  SEORMP,  I  would  like  to  urge  you  to  reject  alternative  C  and 
instead  select  a  strengthened  alternative  D  that  excludes  livestock  grazing  from: 
All  wild  and  scenic  rivers,  other  riparian  areas,  critical  fish  and  wildlife  habitat, 
wilderness  study  areas,  and  where  grazing  allotments  are  in  fair  or  poor 
condition.  This  kind  of  country  is  really  not  suitable  for  cattle  grazing. 

Sincerely, 

r 

Clifford  E.  Anderson 


Cc:  Craig  Hansen,  Bums  District  Manager 
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Glenn  Patterson,  Team  Leader 
Draft  SEORMP/ EIS 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Bums  District  Office 
HC  74-12533  Hwy  20  West 
Hines,  Oregon  97738 

Dear  Mr.  Patterson: 


Received 

2  fj  1999 

BUfwj-oisrma 

2/25/99 


Re:  Public  Review  of  Draft  Southeastern  Oregon  Resource  Management/ 
Environmental  Impact  Statement,  October  1998,  Vol.l,  Vol.  2 
(SEORMP/ EIS) 

I  have  been  active  in  my  concerns,  as  a  citizen  and  teacher,  related  to  BLM 
public  lands  relevant  to  this  SEORMP/ EIS  tor  almost  ten  years.  I  have  completed 
a  recent  geography  graduate  degree  emphasizing  Southeast  Oregon  and 
developed  educational  print,  video,  and  related  WWW  site  information 
<http:  /  /  www.efn.org/ ~phil_k>  about  this  great  part  of  the  planet.  I  have  written 
letters  to  your  office  (District  Manager,  Mike  Green,  July  9,  1997,  attached)  related 
to  the  commercial  intrusion  by  helicopters  in  wilderness  solitude  in  the 
Andrews  Resource  Area  (ARA).  Also,  1  have  advocated  for  the  restraint  in 
commercial  development  on  Steens  Mountain  near  Fish  Lake  in  ARA  (Burns 
Times  Herald,  July  10,  1997,  attached).  I  hope  the  BLM  public  land  concerns 
identified  in  these  previous  letters  have  been  incorporated  in  your 
considerations  in  the  Draft  SEORMP/ EIS  by  the  previous  direct  communications 
to  your  office  and  public  record  in  the  Burns  Times  Herald. 

Thus,  please  consider  the  following  comments  from  someone  who  values 
Southeast  Oregon  as  the  "Jewel  in  the  Crown"  in  the  State  of  Oregon.  I  treasure 
the  fact  that  there  are  millions  of  acres  of  dedicated  public  lands,  the  very  best  of 
which  may  be  specifically  endangered  or  at  least  not  protected  enough  for  the 
next  twenty  years,  even  generations  to  come,  by  the  life  and  directions  of  this 
noted  Draft  SEORMP/ EIS.  Responding  to  this  concern,  you  will  find  the 
following  comments  in  three  areas;  1,  Clarification,  revisions,  and  endorsements 
specifically  related  to  Pickett  Rim  ACEC  and  the  P  Hill  area.  2,  The  lack  of 
including  non-resident  stakeholders  in  the  scoping  and  public  review  prior  to 
the  Draft  SEORMP/ EIS.  3,  The  need  for  a  stronger  endorsement  of  National 
Conservation  Area  for  Steens  Mountain  which  includes  P  Hill  and  Pickett  Rim. 


1.  Pickett  Rim  (Area  of  Critical  Environmental  Concern)  and  f -Hill  Alfid 

(Wi)ldgrns&s  Study  Altai 

The  enclosed  photographs  of  Pickett  Rim  and  P  Hill,  about  2  miles  west  of 
Frenchglen  (photographs  A,C,  D  enclosed)  area  hardly  reflect  the  human  value, 
beauty,  and  wilderness  solitude  of  this  area,  and  the  obvious  importance  of 
continuing  to  protect  it  as  an  Area  of  Critical  Environmental  Concern  (ACEC)  for 


wildlife  and  plant  species  as  well  as  Visual  Resource  Management  Class  II.  Still, 
these  photographs  do  reflect  the  following  concerns  about  our  public  lands. 

For  instance,  this  area  is  documented  in  SEORMP/ EIS  as  a  primary  nesting 
area  for  many  kinds  of  birds  of  prey  and  is  known  as  a  "...high  density  raptor 
breeding  habitat."  (Vol.  I,  Ch.2-49).  Even  the  federally  endangered  peregrine 
falcon  has  been  documented  just  12  miles  south  at  Catlow  Rim.  Yet  it  seems 
totally  unclear  why  the  BLM,  in  recommending  Alternative  C,  for  Pickett  Rim 
which  would;  1,  eliminate  this  ACEC  status,  and  2,  eliminate  Visual  Resource 
Management  Status  II  current  designation,  and  3,  State  the  rationale  for  this 
change  in  aforementioned  status  as  (Vol.l,  Ch.3-194):"No  special  management 
would  be  needed  to  protect  the  resources  because  most  activities  which  would 
impact  the  relevant  and  important  values  would  be  eliminated  or  restricted  with 
other  management  direction  in  this  alternative." 

It  follows  that  numerous  questions  seem  apparent,  among  those-  what 
has  changed  in  the  Pickett  Rim  P  Hill  area  that  means  the  ACEC  designation 
should  change?  If  Visual  Resource  Management  (VRM)  classification  II  is 
eliminated  for  this  area,  meaning  the  existing  character  of  the  landscape"  can  be 
changed,  what  is  being  proposed,  what  needs  to  be  changed  and  why  in  this 
regard?  And  lastly,  as  a  citizen  reviewing  the  Draft  (SEORMP/  EIS)  it  is  very 
difficult  to  follow  and  when  one  reads  an  official  BLM  rationale  for  a  legal 
document  which  states  the  answer  can  be  found  vaguely  elsewhere  "...  with 
other  management  direction  in  this  alternative"  is  definitely  obscuring  any 
understanding  by  the  reviewing  public.  This  should  be  clarified. 

Also,  it  seems  that  if  one  wanted  to  support  establishing  an  Interpretive 
Center  Overlook  in  the  P  Hill  area  (Vol.  2,  page  450)  it  would  command  a  view  of 
the  valley  and  the  Steens  like  no  other  in  the  Andrews  Resource  Area 
(photograph  B).  If  this  area  lost  the  status  of  Wilderness  Study  Area  due  to 
changes  proposed  in  BLM  Alternative  C  and  lack  of  ACEC  status,  it  would  be 
difficult  to  maintain  the  "original  quality  of  the  landscape"  as  people  will  likely 
try  to  commercially  develop  it  into  something  of  a  profit  making  tourist  center 
hardly  meeting  the  Objectives  of  the  BLM  and  the  management  of  public  land 
for  all  stakeholders  as  identified  in  (SEORMP/ EIS). 

As  you  can  see  I  strongly  endorse  the  development  of  P  Hill  area  as  an 
Overlook  Interpretive  Center  concurrent  with  VRM  Classification  II  and  keeping 
this  an  Area  of  Critical  Environmental  Concern. 

2.  The  Lack  of  Non-Local  Stakeholders  in  the  Scoping  and  Establishment  of 

the  Draft  (SEORMPftTS) 

It  should  be  said  that  in  most  experiences  with  the  Burns  District  office  of 
the  BLM,  I  found  this  office  to  be  helpful  and  very  responsive.  In  reviewing  this 
(SEORMP/ EIS)  one  can  see  that  great  efforts  were  made  to  identify  and  locate 
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relevant  stakeholders  in  building  this  management  plan  for  public  lands.  For 
instance,  more  than  120  people  have  attended  public  meetings  however  unless 
one  lived  in  Bend  or  east  of  that  fair  city,  there  was  very  little  opportunity  for 
timely  public  review  and  comment.  It  appears  there  was  one  scoping  meeting  in 
Portland  over  three  years  ago  (ten  present)  and  no  recent  meetings  in  our  largest 
metropolitan  area  or  any  other  meetings  in  Salem,  Eugene,  Corvallis,  Coos  Bay, 
Medford,  Klamath  Falls  or  any  non-Eastem  Oregon  location.  Yet,  I  am  sure  these 
are  many  of  the  places  where  nonresidents  visitors  to  SEORMP/  EIS  public  lands 
derive  from  in  the  State.  If  over  4.5  million  nonresident  people  visit  Southeast 
Oregon,  and  715,000  thousand  of  those  visit  BLM  lands  (Vol  1,  Ch.  2-84),  they 
must  live  elsewhere  yet  their  opinions  for  this  SEORMP/ EIS  do  not  seem 
represented. 

Of  the  52,000  non-resident  people  a  year  who  visit  the  Steens  and  Malheur 
NVVR,  I  am  sure  many  derive  from  those  urban  locations  previously  noted 
though  their  public  review  was  not  sought  I  am  sure,  given  the  public  and 
academic  interest  in  Southeast  Oregon  in  these  unreached  urban  areas,  further 
new  public  information  and  comment  would  have  been  added  to  creating  this 
Draft  SEORMP/ EIS.  This,  in  turn,  would  have  lead  to  a  more  accurate  analysis  of 
all  stakeholders  interest  in  this  management  plan  of  BLM  public  land. 

Therefore,  final  review  of  this  document  should  include  these  noted 
geographical  areas  and  seek  out  interested  parties  as  noted  for  a  more  complete 
SEORMP/ EIS. 

3.  National  Conservation  Area  (NCA)  for  Steens  Mountain. 

As  1  understand  the  Draft  SEORMP/ EIS,  the  establishment  by  Congress  of 
the  Steens  Mountain  National  Conservation  Area  will  be  important  to 
protecting  these  public  lands  for  the  future.  If  52,000  people  a  year  are  now 
visiting  the  Steens  for  a  variety  of  reasons,  and  the  projected  increase  in  use  is  4- 
5%  a  year,  then  action  must  be  taken  soon  to  insure  the  unique  qualities  of  this 
public  land  and  provide  long  term  protection  within  this  Congressional 
designation.  (See  Vol.  1,  Ch.  2-78,  Ch.  3-42,  217-18,  Ch.  4-148-50).  However,  I 
think  the  proposed  NCA  for  the  Steens  seems  to  omit  a  crucial  area,  namely  the 
P  Hill  and  Pickett  Rim  areas  as  noted  on  SEORMP/  EIS  BLM  Map  ACEC  ARA 
Preferred  Alternative  Areas  of  Critical  Environmental  Concern/ Research 
Natural  Areas. 

As  stated  in  Draft  SEORMP/  EIS  (Vol.  1,  Ch.  4-150): 

'Steens  Mountain  is  a  spectacular  place  rich  with  natural  beauty.  It  is  a 
National  treasure  worthy  of  NCA  designation  to  protect  and  preserve  its 
unique  values  for  future  generations  to  enjoy  and  appreciate.  NCA 
designation  would  provide  the  long-term  framework  to  protect  and 
conserve  the  nationally  important  resources  and  national  features  in 
balance  with  continued  recreational  and  commodity  uses." 
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If  the  final  BLM  SEORMP/ EIS  plan  does  not  include  P  Hill  and  Pickett  Rim  area 
as  part  of  the  N£a  boundary,  an  obvious  inherent  great  object  of  all  of  this 
national  conservation,  then  the  natural  and  valued  human,  wildlife,  and  species 
relation  to  this  land  will  be  lost.  See  photographs  A,B,C,D,  E,  and  F  and  picture  a 
great  commercial  tourist  development  instead  which  would  materially  filter  all 
of  the  meaning  of  this  great  place.  As  stewards  of  the  public  lands,  both  citizens 
and  government  officials,  the  choice  seems  quite  dear.  Pickett  Rim  and  the  P 
Hill  area  should  be  included  in  the  proposed  Sheens  National  Conservation  Area 
designation  Dy  Congress  and  protected  from  any  commercial  development. 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  partidpate  in  the  public  review  of  the 
Draft  SEORMP/ EIS.  I  trust  that  my  name  and  address  is  in  the  Burns  District 
BLM  database  of  interested  stakeholders  and  I  will  be  hearing  from  your  office  in 
the  future.  And,  thanks  again  for  the  high  level  of  public  service  you  and  your 
staff  provide-  we  all  benefit  by  your  efforts. 


Phil  Kessinger  ^ 
Teacher 


Attached:  Copy  of  Letter  to  Mike  Green,  BLM,  Bums  District 

Manager,7/97 

Copy  of  Letter  to  Burns  Times  Herald,  7/97 
Six  Photographs  of  P  Hill,  Pickett  Rim,  Blitzen  Valley 

CG  Congressman  Peter  A  DeFazio 

Fourth  Congressional  District, 

Oregon 
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February  27,  1999 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Burns  District  Office 
att.  Glenn  Patterson 
HC  74-12533  Hwy  20  West 
Hines,  Oregon  97738 


RECEIVED 

MAR  0  1  1999 

BURNS  OISTRtCT 
BLM 


and  to  reference  both  the  long  term  monitoring  plots  and  the  proper  functioning  condition 
assessments  completed  during  1998.  In  addition,  personal  visits  to  Home,  Three  Mile,  Mud, 
Ankle,  Big  Indian,  Riddle,  Deep,  Yank,  Drake,  and  Little  Kiger  showed  obvious  positive  trends 
and  higher  condition  ratings  than  what  is  stated  in  Appendix  D.  Personal  communications  with 
BLM  personnel  indicate  my  evaluations  are  consistent  with  monitoring  information  collected 
during  the  last  six  or  eight  years  —  BLM  needs  to  re-evaluate  monitoring  data  availablity  and  put 
it  into  the  Final  RMP  with  appropriate  adjustments  to  the  selected  management  alternative  which 
will  further  support  our  other  suggested  changes. 


Dear,  Mr.  Patterson 

Following  are  our  comments  concerning  the  Draft  Southeastern  Oregon  Resource 
Management  Plan/Environmental  Impact  Statement.  Many  very  specific  comments  and 
questions  were  verbally  submitted  during  public  meetings  held  in  the  local  area  concerning  the 
SEORMP/EIS  and  those  need  to  be  summarized  and  noted  by  BLM. 

Summary 

The  public  scoping  issues  illustrates  the  lack  of  knowledge  of  many  of  the  public  about 
the  conditions  of  BLM  lands  in  the  area,  the  process  BLM  uses  to  avoid  harm  and  protect  public 
lands  on  an  ongoing  basis.  It  is  also  obvious  that  the  public  does  not  understand  the  legal 
mandate  for  multiple  use  including  providing  for  grazing  permits.  The  Final  RMP  should 
include  a  statement  explaining  how  many  of  the  concerns  people  identified  during  scoping  and 
most  likely  repeated  during  this  public  comment  period  about  protecting  public  lands  are  met  on 
a  regular,  in  some  cases  daily  basis. 

Specifically,  the  BLM  needs  to  clearly  illustrate  that  they  are  fully  meeting  their  legal 
mandate  and  they  are  managing  in  a  successful  and  beneficial  manner.  The  existing  document 
does  not  adequately  illustrate  the  positive  and  progressive  management  implemented  in  the 
Andrews  Resource  Area.  Because  of  the  successful  management,  the  RMP/EIS  should  only  be 
an  adjustment  of  existing  successful  programs  and  to  better  explain  the  management  protection, 
maintenance,  trend  and  conditions  on  public  lands  and  reference  existing  management  systems 
when  appropriate.  The  following  points  apply: 

1 .  The  conditions  of  riparian  areas  in  the  Andrews  Resource  Area  are  predominately  good  with 
almost  all  trends  positive.  Information  in  Appendix  D,  Table  D-3,  is  old  information  and  is  not 
consistent,  and  does  not  correlate,  with  long  term  trend  plot  data  (photo  point  evaluations  during 
the  period  1990-1998)  or  proper  functioning  condition  assessments  done  during  1998.  For 
instance,  at  least  1 2  long  term  plots  on  Kiger  Creek  were  formally  monitored,  all  having  positive 
trends,  all  riparian  areas  being  85-95  percent  of  potential  with  apparent  condition  classes  of  good 
or  excellent..  Information  from  permanent  plots  concerning  trend  on  McCoy  Creek  and 
associated  drainages  indicate  a  positive  trend  on  all  plots  with  apparent  condition  classes  one 
class  higher  than  that  stated  in  Table  D-3.  Two  primary  plots  on  Cucamonga  Creek  and 
tributaries  also  have  a  positive  trend  and  should  fall  into  the  good  or  excellent  condition. 

The  information  in  Appendix  D  needs  to  be  replaced  with  this  more  recent  information 


2.  Because  almost  all  riparian  conditions  have  improved  for  a  number  of  years,  or  are  rapidly 
improving,  shouldn’t  it  indicate  that  existing  management  systems  be  continued  or  have 
increased  emphasis?  We  believe  it  does  and  it  should  be  clearly  indicated  in  the  Final  RMP. 

3.  Because  of  the  improving,  and  generally  good  riparian  conditions,  doesn’t  it  indicate  that 
special  management  designations  of  RNA’s,  ACEC’s  or  the  proposed  National  Conservation 
Area  are  not  necessary,  and  maybe  counter  productive,  to  the  principle  goals,  objectives  and  legal 
obligation  of  BLM?  We  believe  that  special  designations  will  slow  up  and  back  track  on  the 
BLM  programs  that  have  greatly  improved  management  and  ecological  conditions  throughout  the 
area. 

4.  The  RMP/EIS  should  reference  and  build  on  the  existing  environmental  assessments  and 
associated  documentations  of  watershed,  riparian  and  ecological  management  projects  done  in 
recent  years.  These  should  be  included  in  the  preferred  management  alternative  selection.  The 
site  specific  programs  and  projects  were  inter-disciplinarily  evaluated  and  involved  research  and 
scientific  studies  within  the  RMP  area.  The  programs  included  cooperative  involvement  and 
working  relationships  with  agencies  such  as  the  USFWS,  ARS,  ODFW  and  others.  In  addition, 
full  public  review  and  NEPA  and  other  legal  compliance  has  been  fully  followed.  BLM  should 
include  and  reference  those  programs  in  the  selected  alternative  supporting  existing  management 
programs  unless  substantive  information  has  been  collected  indicating  the  programs  were  not 
successful.  We  believe  recent  programs  implemented  following  the  development  of 
Environmental  Assessments  have  been  very  successful  particularly  juniper  management  (cutting, 
thinning  and  burning),  prescribed  burning,  fire  management  protection  in  cheat  grass  risk  areas, 
livestock  management  and  range  projects  ,  road  maintenance  projects  etc. 

5.  Crested  wheatgrass  seedings  should  be  encouraged  in  the  RMP  for  rehabilitation  in  areas 
disturbed  and  not  likely  to  stabilize  with  native  species  and  as  a  strategy  for  preventing 
uncontrolled  repeat  burning  and  conversion  to  cheatgrass.  This  management  program  should  be 
emphasized  as  a  way  to  increase  diversity  and  managing  wildfire  in  many  desert  areas.  There  is 
absolutely  no  evidence  that  crested  wheatgrass  will  dominate  existing  native  plants  unless  in 
repeat  tillage  practices.  In  addition  strategically  located  seedings  greatly  assist  in  implementing 
adaptive  management  adjustments  during  extreme  climatical  fluctuations.  The  sagebrush 
protection  in  seedings  is  not  a  relevant  issue  in  most  areas  so  more  management  flexibility  needs 
to  be  put  in  the  plan. 
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6.  More  flexibility  needs  to  also  be  put  in  the  plan  relating  to  increased  levels  of  grazing  for 
both  management  and  economic  reasons.  Livestock  grazing  should  be  increased  when  it  is 
beneficial  for  site  specific  or  broader  purposes.  Grazing  is  a  legal  use  and  no  information  has 
been  presented  showing  existing  grazing  management  is  doing  any  harm  to  any  specific  area  or 
broader  level  objectives.  It  is  also  very  important  for  meeting  the  management  needs  of  other 
habitat  and  land  uses  in  the  area.  Livestock  grazing  can  greatly  reduce  the  spread  of  noxious 
weeds  especially  medusa  head  rye,  perennial  pepperweed  and  a  number  of  thistle  species  which 
threaten  important  wetland  and  biological  resources.  In  addition,  the  physical  hoof  action  of 
grazing  can  greatly  increase  the  establishment  of  beneficial  native  plants  on  many  soils  in  the 
area.  This  needs  to  be  recognized  and  specified  in  the  plan  to  give  management  more  flexibility 
for  using  grazing  as  a  management  tool  for  improving  biological  diversity,  ground  cover  and 
native  plants.  Livestock  grazing  management  is  absolutely  the  only  management  tool  available 
for  managing  the  spread  and  dominance  of  cheatgrass  especially  in  drier  and  desert  areas. 

7.  Evaluating  the  establishment  of  a  National  Conservation  Area  on  Steens  Mountain  in  the 
EIS/RMP  is  not  appropriate  and  should  be  removed  from  all  alternative.  The  establishment  of  a 
NCA  is  a  political  and  legislative  process.  Each  NCA  is  different  with  different  objectives  so  it 
is  impossible  to  evaluate.  Besides  existing  management  of  Steens  Mountain  is  fully  meeting  the 
objectives  and  mission  of  BLM  and  public  needs.  Note  Tables  S-l  and  alternatives  A,  D  and  C. 

8.  Table  S-l .  The  prescribed  burning  limit  should  be  much  higher  some  years,  possibly  as  high 
as  1 50,000  acres  per  year.  Remember,  many  years  do  not  have  conditions  allowing  for 
successful  prescribed  burning.  Burning  can  be  correlated  to  fuel  loads  and  documented  air 
quality  problems  at  any  one  time.  Fuel  loads  dictate  how  much  smoke  will  be  given  off.  Also, 
remember  and  emphasize  in  alternatives  A-D  that  other  management  practices  like  managed 
grazing  provides  a  beneficial  management  opportunity  to  limit  the  potential,  size  and  scope  of 
catastrophic  wildfire  and  its  immediate  and  larger  impact  on  air  quality,  rangeland  health  and 
biological  diversity. 

9.  Table  S-l  Energy  and  Minerals.  These  numbers  are  arbitrary,  not  justified  and  greatly  limit 
future  needs  and  opportunity  in  the  area. 

10.  Table  S-l  Forest  and  Woodlands.  The  numbers  need  to  be  general  targets  and  reference  the 
fact  that  an  accurate  inventory  of  juniper  areas  less  than  40  years  of  age  has  not  been  made. 
Research  in  the  area  indicates  the  number  of  acres  needing  treatment  during  the  next  20  years 
may  be  much  larger  so  leave  that  flexibility  in  the  plan. 

11.  Table  S-l  Recreation  and  OHV.  The  EIS  appears  to  limit  the  predominate  recreation  of 
hunting  and  extensive  recreation  on  two  track  ways  and  roads.  Closing  or  limiting  use  on  those 
roads  should  be  based  on  a  documented  environmental  or  biological  need  with  full  public  notice 
and  involvement  under  NEPA. 

12.  Table  S-l  ACEC’s.  In  general  ACEC  objectives,  establishment  and  need  have  not  been 
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with  high  public  values  through  land  exchange  should  replace  the  word  “retain”  in  all  of  the 
alternatives  to  reflect  local  ordinances,  needs  and  economics.  BLM  should  not  be  in  the  business 
to  increase  holdings  at  the  expense  of  the  private  sector  which  limits  long  term  needs. 

17.  The  RMP  needs  more  flexibility  left  in  the  preferred  alternative  concerning  small  and  low 
impact  mining  activities,  for  instance  sand  and  gravel  activities.  Road  maintenance  for 
watershed  or  water  quality  purposes  are  dependent  upon  a  source  of  rock  without  fines  for  both 
maintenance  and  mitigation  structures  without  excess  truck  and  heavy  equipment  excessively 
transversing  access  routs  and  roads. 

18.  Concerning  fire  management  (table  3-1  and  associated  text)  site  specific  resource  impact 
evaluations  should  be  the  basis  of  management  policy.  If  BLM  has  cooperative  agreement  and 
life  and  property  are  not  threatened  and  watershed  and  other  natural  resources  are  benefitted  by 
the  wildfire  then  the  fire  should  be  allowed  to  bum  to  a  natural  stopping  place.  Maximum 
suppression  may  be  the  emphasis  in  a  cheatgrass  risk  area.  Science  and  management  criteria  are 
readily  available  to  make  those  decisions  in  advance  of  many  wildfires  based  on  soil  and 
vegetation  conditions. 

19.  Concerning  rangeland  vegetation  (Table  3-1)  what  are  natural  values  in  the  context  of 
ecological  condition?  The  emphasis  should  be  on  ecological  condition  relating  to  site  specific 
and  broader  goals  and  objectives  under  objective  1 .  Under  2.  there  is  nothing  wrong  with  the 
biological  health  of  seedings  and  it  is  a  waste  of  time,  money  and  resources  to  even  worry  about 
the  biological  and  environmental  conditions  in  crested  wheat  seedings.  There  is  no  scientific 
basis  for  emphasis  on  fragmentation  of  habitat  in  these  areas  because  there  is  more  than  enough 
of  equivalent  intact  systems.  Concerning  3,  doing  a  good  site-specific  plan  following  a  major 
disturbance  should  dictate  where  seeding  of  non-native,  seeding  rates  and  combinations  of 
species  because  this  is  where  mosaic  vegetation  patterns  and  existing  seed  sources  can  be  used  to 
benefit  multiple  objectives.  We  support  the  more  prescriptive  post-bum  management  flexibility. 
Under  6,  the  at  risk  annual  rangeland  is  an  important  issue  and  aggressive  grecnbelt 
establishment  better  protects  the  community  health  at  the  landscape  level.  Under  Objective  2, 
the  biodiversity  emphasis  of  protecting  big  sagebrush  is  not  backed  by  science  of  prevailing 
professional  judgement. 

20.  Concerning  Forest  and  Woodlands  we  feel  it  is  vital  for  many  biological  reasons  to 
aggressively  manage  juniper  but  the  acreage  should  be  higher  because  the  age-class  under  40 
years  of  age  is  not  inventoried. 

21 .  Concerning  Water  Resources  and  Riparian/Wetland  Areas  (Table  3-1) ,  under  objective  1, 
paragraph  2,  it  is  wrong  to  say  “management  actions  will  restore  water  quality  etc..”  because 
science  is  not  available  to  accurately  say  how  much  we  can  effect  water  quality  in  any  one  site- 
specific  area. 


justified.  The  need  for  establishment  of  any  new  ACEC’s  should  specify  and  document  a 
biological  or  environmental  issue  or  problem  that  existing  management  is  not  adequate  or  not 
fiilly  understood.  It  is  inappropriate  for  the  establishment  to  be  for  visual  or  other  subjective 
criteria.  In  addition,  management  or  land  use  changes  should  not  be  referenced  as  a  part  of  the 
purpose  of  establishment  because  the  need  for  the  management  change  has  not  been  validated 
and  fully  documented.  If  any  of  the  ACEC’s  are  in  the  preferred  alternative  it  is  absolutely 
wrong  to  also  exclude  grazing  without  documenting  a  science  based  and  site-specific  benefit  of 
the  change  because  in  many  instances  existing  grazing  uses  and  management  are  fundamental  to 
the  biological  needs  or  ecological  conditions  of  the  area. 

13.  Table  S-l  WSR’s.  No  adequate  justification  relative  to  characteristics,  legal  requirements  or 
need  on  any  of  the  alternatives.  For  the  most  part  this  is  inconsistent  with  previous  BLM 
decisions  and  appears  to  be  political  in  purpose? 

14.  The  assessment  of  the  eligibility  of  rivers  and  streams  in  the  Malheur  and  Jordan  Resource 
Areas  for  Wild  and  Scenic  River  designation  is  inconsistent  with  listed  issues  concerning 
riparian,  free  of  human  influences,  anthropogenic  influences,  and  water  quality  conditions.  You 
cannot  have  it  both  ways,  existing  management  and  riparian  and  water  quality  conditions  must  be 
good  if  those  streams  qualify  or  they  do  not  qualify  if  restricted  grazing  use  or  management  is 
being  proposed?  In  the  Andrews  Area  the  situation  is  similar  for  some  of  the  listed  eligible 
streams  with  the  additional  issue  of  fire  suppression  altering  ecological  conditions  to  the  degree 
of  not  meeting  the  outstanding  and  remarkable  values.  For  instance,  quaking  aspen  are  a 
fundamental  part  of  the  scenic  values  of  many  of  our  streams  but  juniper  encroachment 
associated  with  fire  suppression  has  negated  that  value.  The  issue  is  being  fully  addressed  along 
those  same  streams  but  it  is  not  and  cannot  be  addressed  in  the  corridor  of  the  existing  Donner 
and  Blitzen  Wild  and  Scenic  River.  We  agree  with  the  preferred  alternative  in  the  Andrews  Area 
not  to  designate  any  new  WSRs  because  they  do  not  meet  the  necessary  criteria. 

1 5.  We  believe  the  number  of  cultural  sites  is  in  error.  BLM  can  better  protect  important 
cultural  sites  if  more  permanent  and  intensively  used  sites  are  prioritized  and  not  mixed  with 
temporary  or  indiscriminate  use  areas. 

16.  Land  tenure  adjustments  in  important  areas  seems  to  be  restricted,  for  instance  in  the  Steens 
Mountain  area.  We  have  no  problem  in  ownership  consolidations  as  long  as  land  value,  total 
private  ownership  and  agricultural  opportunity  is  protected  or  enhanced  through  land  tenure 
adjustments  in  both  Malheur  and  Harney  Counties.  The  purpose  for  tenure  adjustment  and 
benefit  to  the  above  objectives  needs  to  be  emphasized  in  the  preferred  alternative.  The 
RMP/E1S  must  be  changed  to  encourage  and  allow  ownership  adjustments  through  land 
exchanges  in  all  areas  of  the  RMP  to  be  evaluated  on  a  case  by  case  basis.  If  land  exchanges  are 
emphasized  the  BLM  will  have  better  working  relationships  with  the  community  and  a  much 
higher  opportunity  for  ownership  consolidation  for  important  public  purposes  with  a  lower 
likelihood  of  major  developments  being  established  on  private  land  that  are  at  cross  purposes 
with  existing  land  use  of  the  area.  Section  2-92  and  Table  3-1 ,  page  3-47.  Consolidation  of  land 
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22.  Concerning  special  status  animal  species  in  Table  3-1  less  emphasis  should  be  on  landscape 
level  evaluations  and  more  on  monitoring  of  conditions  and  the  management  and  ecological 
condition  of  specific  areas  in  the  context  of  broader  levels  of  specific  species  habitat  needs. 

23.  Concerning  objective  2,  it  should  be  emphasized  the  intensive  management  is  critical  to 
bighorn  sheep  management  It  also  should  be  noted  that  cattle  grazing  benefits  the  sheep. 

24.  Table  3-1,  page  3-32, 2.  Grazing  exclusion  of  a  pasture  can  have  a  negative  impact,  as  can 
any  grazing  practice  implemented  in  the  wrong  timing  and  duration.  Exclusion  can  decrease  the 
adaptive  management  opportunities  by  the  fact  that  there  is  one  less  pasture  rotation  to  refine  the 
effectiveness  of  grazing  timing,  duration,  rest,  distribution,  intensity,  natural  livestock  movement 
and  objective.  Exclusion  of  grazing  on  some  soils  can  increase  the  spread  and  establishment  of 
certain  noxious  weeds  especially  in  areas  that  accumulate  excess  plant  litter  or  soils  prone  for 
frost  heaving,  fragmenting  or  puffing.  These  loose  soil  conditions  and  accumulated  plant 
material  is  the  seedbed  perennial  pepper  weed  and  other  noxious  weeds  like,  as  do  mice  and 
many  other  burrowing  animals.  In  some  situations  the  loose  soil  conditions  and  decrease  vigor  of 
perennial  plants  increase  stream  bank  instability  and  vulnerable  to  increased  sediment.  Proper 
grazing  use  can  enhance  the  leaf  area  and  vigor  of  ground  cover  plants  while  finning  up  soil, 
establish  seed  beds  and  open  up  areas  of  accumulated  plant  litter.  The  preferred  alternative 
should  specify  the  need  for  exclusion,  document  the  site-specific  basis  for  exclusion  and  specify 
long  term  monitoring  to  determine  the  changes  over  time  similar  to  grazed  areas.  Temporary 
nonrenewable 

grazing  should  be  allowed  to  become  permanent  in  appropriate  areas  which  provides  an  incentive 
to  improve  site  productivity  .  The  increase  can  be  conditioned  to  long  term  monitoring  or  other 
site  specific  criteria. 

25.  Will  a  special  recreation  management  area  decrease  the  use  of  the  predominate  recreation  on 
Steens  Mountain  and  other  southeastern  Oregon  areas,  which  is  off  highway  four  wheel  drive  use 
of  unmaintained  ways  and  roads?  Many  of  these  roads  are  private,  and  privately  maintained 
roads  accessing  private  land.  Are  you  proposing  to  close  or  limit  use  when  it  is  cooperatively 
agreed  to  by  private  landowners  controlling  access  or  are  you  going  to  administer  restricted  use 
other  ways?  Page  3-333-335.  Exclusion  and  limited  use  should  only  occur  when  a  documented 
resource  need  occurs  or  full  public  meetings  with  the  average  recreationalist  that  typically  is  not 
involved  with  BLM  management  issues.  We  believe  the  historical  use  to  transverse  old  two 
track  roads  needs  to  be  recognized  in  the  preferred  alternative. 

26.  We  believe  ACECs  and  RNAs  are  very  important  methods  to  increase  management  focus, 
research  or  monitoring  to  better  understand  and  manage  the  needs  of  certain  areas  with  unique 
biological  parameters  but  the  purposes  have  been  diluted  by  BLM  with  many  of  the  established 
ACECs  relative  to  both  purpose  and  management  emphasis.  We  oppose  the  proposed  additions 
because  they  arc  not  consistent  with  ACEC  legal  authority  and  purpose. 

27.  The  preferred  alternative  excessively  restricts  different  geothermal  and  small  rock  pits  that 
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would  be  very  beneficial  to  the  area,  land  management  and  the  mission  of  BLM.  Page  3-52  to  3- 
67. 

Objectives,  Rationale.  Monitoring,  and  Management  Associated  With  Each  alternative  for  Each 

Resource 

28  Rangeland  Vegetation.  Rationale,  page  3-66.  paragraph  1 .  We  agree  with  this  section  which 
emphasizes  vegetation  management  that  targets  watershed  and  diversity  purposes  and  not  PNC. 

It  would  be  beneficial  to  emphasize  healthy  vegetation  and  ground  cover.  The  primary  source  of 
soil  organic  matter  in  the  high  desert  is  associated  with  healthy  grass  and  forb  root  growth  and 
mass,  not  plant  litter.  The  loss  of  ground  cover  plants  associated  with  late  scral  juniper 
dominance  is  the  best  and  most  visible  issue  of  concern  but  the  same  result  of  increased  bare 
ground  occurs  in  older  sagebrush  stands  along  with  reduced  vigor  of  grasses  and  forbs  under  the 
sagebrush  canopy.  Having  plant  communities  with  these  conditions  by  themselves  is  not  bad  but 
it  is  not  beneficial  to  have  large  contiguous  areas  in  these  decadent  conditions. 

29  We  support  the  concept  of  desired  nig  of  future  conditions  b— fid  am  site  gttttttkL 

The  high  desen  is  constantly  changing  and  this  system  reflects  evolving  knowledge  about 
combination  of  different  habitat  types  and  conditions  which  are  important  to  diversity  and 
wildlife  throughout  the  area.  In  the  preferred  alternative,  a  higher  percentage  of  prescribed  bum 
areas  will  be  necessary  due  to  the  long  penod  without  fire  especially  in  and  next  to  juniper  areas 
because  of  the  hundreds,  and  in  some  cases,  thousands  of  young  juniper  seedlings  per  acre. 

30.  ESI  do  not  include  young  juniper  so  flexibility  and  management  language  needs  to  be 
included  in  the  preferred  alternative  to  address  this  issue  including  increased  prescribed  and  other 
treatment  acres  any  one  year  and  during  the  life  of  the  plan.  Page  3-75  and  other  sections. 

3! .  Management  actions  concerning  Special  Status  Plant  Species  need  to  be  monitoring  based 
with  the  ecological  and  disturbance  relationship  fully  understood  and  documented  prior  to 
altering  management  or  land  use.  Page  3-76  and  otheT  sections. 

32.  Water  Resources  and  Riparian/Wetland  Areas.  The  reference  to  ODEQ  water  quality  is 
premature  because  the  legal  basis  of  a  WQMP  functioning  as  a  TMDL  has  not  been  fully 
determined.  In  addition  there  is  strong  disagreement  within  the  professional  and  scientific 
community  concerning  what  parameters  and  characteristics  need  to  be  used  as  measures  in  terms 
of  compliance.  Note  page  3-78.  We  agree  with  the  language  of  the  preferred  alternative  on  page 
3-80. 

33  Cooceming  DRFC  and  monitoring,  including  relating  to  the  use  of  PFC.  land  use 
monitoring  should  primarily  consider  those  characteristics  directly  influenced  by  the  land  use. 
Natural  factors  should  also  be  monitored  especially  natural  disturbance  factors  and  natural 
conditions. 


34.  Page  3-112.  Aircraft  should  be  allowed  to  land  inside  the  Steens  Mountain  Recreational 
Lands  during  the  whole  year.  At  times  we  use  aircraft  for  commercial  and  management  purposes 
and  this  statement  would  be  very  detrimental  to  our  business. 

35.  Appendix  M  —  page  355.  A  conditioned  Category  B  Wildland  Fire  Response  should  be 
added  to  the  preferred  alternative.  If  a  wildfire  starts  in  a  prescribed  bum  area  or  in  a  high 
priority  area  targeted  to  be  burned,  the  inter-disciplinary  resource  team  and  the  fire  management 
officer  would  o^en  up  the  fire  suppression  window  (higher  base  wind  speed  of  1 5  mph  allowing 
gusts  to  25  mph  and  lower  humidity  levels)  if  cooperative  agreements  with  private  landowners, 
livestock  permittees  and  other  directly  impacted  parties  could  be  obtained  and  if  cooperative 
maximum  suppression  lines  could  be  determined. 

36.  Appendix  N  —  page  359-370.  We  fully  agree  with  adaptive  grazing  management  being 
emphasized  in  the  preferred  alternative  but  we  feel  the  utilization  levels,  stubble  height  levels, 
stated  season  of  use  and  other  specified  criteria  needs  to  utilize  ranges  consistent  with  the  type  of 
year.  For  instance,  a  four  inch  stubble  height  to  maximize  sediment  filtering  may  be  a  high 
priority  need  but  the  utilization  level  of  45  percent  may  not  be  consistent  with  that  objective 
because  of  site-specific  conditions  (point  bar  roughness  and  vegetation  structure)  and  the  type  of 
year.  There  are  several  new  studies  indicating  short  stiff  grass  stubble  filters  sediments  and 
builds  banks  along  streams  better  than  tall  grass.  This  is  especially  true  with  different  height  and 
roughness  characteristics.  Therefor,  we  recommend  not  limited  use  to  the  early  season  in  the 
riparian  pastures  —  make  it  prescriptive  to  the  objectives.  We  do  not  agree  with  the  mandatory 
rest  because  it  is  not  beneficial  or  consistent  with  successful  adaptive  management  and  rest 
should  be  mor  prescriptive. 

37.  Alternative  D  —  Impacts,  page  367  Appendix  N.  It  is  inappropriate  to  have  the  last 
sentence  or  any  equivalent  statement  in  the  RMP.  In  addition,  “adverse  impacts”  arc  general, 
subjective  and  not  specific  enough  to  even  characterize  cause  and  effect  relationships. 

Hopefully,  our  comments  are  helpful  in  making  the  Final  RMP  stronger  and  more 
consistent  with  BLM’s  mission  and  better  meet  biological  and  local  economic  needs.  Please  call 
if  you  have  any  questions  or  need  clarification  or  references  concerning  our  comments. 

Sincerely. 

Fred  I.  Otley 
Otley  Brothers  Inc. 

Oregon  Cattlemen's  Association 
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2. March,  1999 

Mr  Glen  Patterson 
BLM.  Bums  District 
HC  74  12533  HWY  20  West 
Bums,  OR  97720 

RE:  Southeast  Oregon  Resource  Management  Plan  /  BLM  Vale,  Bums  District 
Glen: 

Of  all  the  issues  addressed  in  today’s  BLM  management  planning,  I  believe  the 
seeding  of  sagebrush  (rather  than  the  managed  thinning  of  sagebrush)  to  be  the 
most  controversial  and  damaging  to  our  ecosystem  and  rangeland  management 
practices. 


The  Big  Sage,  and  other  sage  species,  thrives  in  the  great  basins  of  America  where 
the  ocean  once  covered  The  lack  of  a  more  desirable  seed  bank  causes  these 
species  to  dominate  the  landscape  It  takes  2  to  4  tunes  as  much  water  to  produce  a 
pound  of  sagebrush  as  it  does  to  produce  a  pound  of  grass  Because  of  this 
competition  for  w  ater,  and  its  ability  to  win  over  more  desirable  plants,  it  has 
always  been  and  should  always  be  considered  a  weed. 

Studies  repeatedly  show  the  importance  of  more  desirable  plant  species  (Western 
Wheatgrass,  Idaho  Fescus,  Winter  Fat,  Serviceberry,  Snow-berry,  and  practically 
anything  else)  changes  inversely  to  the  sagebrush  population.  Indeed,  the  most  win- 
won  balance  for  more  desirable  herbaceous  species  and  animal  representation  occur 
when  sagebrush  cover  is  managed  down  to  12-15%.  In  fact,  an  over-abundance  of 
big  sage  destroys  the  herbaceous  understory  ,  which  conceals  bird  nests  from 
predators  and  forage  for  wildlife  as  well  as  domestic  livestock. 


If  big  sagebrush  can  be  controlled  to  more  marginal  levels,  grass  species  can  create 
a  healthier  ground  cover,  w  ater  runoff  decreases,  infiltration  increases  and  soil 
erosion  is  minimized.  Better  forage  in  thinned  sites  also  attracts  livestock  and 
wildlife  away  from  sensitive  riparian  areas 


IN  SUMMARY  (CHAPTER  3-18) 

Any  intentional  seeding  of  sagebrush  should  be  curtailed  immediately.  Its  prolific 
existing  seedbank  and  its  competitive  nature  for  water  guarantees  ample  survival 
rates  for  wildlife  habitat. 

The  argument  that  grass  needs  shade  from  sagebrush  is  disproved  routinely  by  the 
practical  experience  of  anyone  that  has  cleared  brush  and  seen  the  dramatic  increase 
in  forage  production.  In  fact,  the  seeding  of  sagebrush,  rather  than  a  more  desirable 
species  (whether  native  or  normative)  can  only  be  viewed  as  a  direct  attack  on 
commodity  production,  in  a  blatant  scheme  to  lower  pasture  production  (AUM’s). 

While  one  voice  may  not  stop  the  train,  I  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  blow  the 
whistle 


Respectfully, 


Barbara  Cannady 
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February  26,  1999  BURNSOISTRICT 

BLM 

Burns  District  Office 
Hines,  Oregon  97738 

Dear  Mr.  Patterson, 

Kiger  Ranch,  Inc.  is  commenting  on  the  SEORMP/EIS  Draft  Plan 
as  a  private  landovner,  BLM  permitee  holder,  and  member  of 
the  general  public  as  stakeholder  in  our  public  lands. 

Our  comments  of  the  SEORMP/ETS  Draft  Plan  will  pertain  to 
Steens  Mountain.  Multiple-use  has  worked  for  many  years 
and  with  the  support  of  landowners,  BLM,  and  local  residents 
should  continue  for  many  more  years.  By  working  together 
on  all  issues(wildlife,  recreation,  wild  horses,  plants, 
grazing,  fish  and  water  resources)  of  management  on  the  local 
level  we  can  continue  with  multiple-use  to  benefit  the  econ¬ 
omy  of  Harney  County, local  residents,  visitors,  and  future 
generations.  The  key  is  balanced  management  with  all  issues. 

LICESTOCK  GRAZING 

Chimney  Allotment 

Correction 

There  is  now  a  let  down  fence  on  the  upper  end  of  the  Chimney 
Allotment  keeping  cattle  out  of  the  nonuse  area. 

Comments 

Over  fifty  years  we  have  lived  in  the  area  and  grazed  cattle 
on  private  lands  and  public  lands.  We  have  seen  improvements 
such  as  crested  wheat  fields,  livestock  wells,  improved  and 
new  water  holes,  sagebrush  spraying  and  burning  and  some  jun¬ 
iper  control,  all  to  benefit  wildlife,  cattle  grazing  and  our 
lands  in  general.  We  feel  there  is  a  big  problem  with  juni¬ 
pers  and  will  continue  to  work  with  BLM  to  see  that  everything 
possible  can  be  done  to  control  juniper  take  over.  Being  in 
the  area  as  long  as  we  have,  we  really  see  how  junipers 
have  multiplied.  Juniper  control  is  something  really  necessary 
to  improve  and  preserve  our  lands.  We  have  allowed  cutting 
on  our  private  lands,  and  supported  BLM  burns  and  cuts. 

WILDLIFE 


Elk  are  not  native  to  Steens  Mountain.  Elk  herds  are  to  large 
in  the  area  and  should  be  reduced  or  removed. 

Beaver  have  caused  tremendous  damage  to  creeks.  Their  dams 
have  backed  up  water  causing  erosion,  destroying  meadows, re¬ 
routing  creek  channels,  and  destroyed  many  beautiful  trees 
over  the  years. 

Deer  population  has  declined  tremdously  over  the  years. 


Cougar  are  increasing  in  the  area.  This  will  be  very  devastating 
to  the  deer  and  antelope  populations  as  veil  as  to  cattle  ranch¬ 
ers  . 

These  are  issues  we  would  like  to  see  addresed  in  the  future 
plan  of  Wildlife  management  on  Steens  Mountain. 

Kiger  Ranch,  Inc.  is  strongly  opposed  to  a  National  Conser¬ 
vation  Area  for  Steens  Mountain. 

As  private  landowners  we're  concerned  with  the  SEORMP/EIP  Final 
Plan  and  the  adverse  affect  it  will  have  on  our  business.  We 
encourage  the  BLM  to  truly  consider  private  landowners .cattle 
ranchers  and  the  economy  of  Harney  County  when  finalizinq  the 
SEORMP/EIS  Plan. 


Sincerely , 


Kiger  Ranch,  Inc. 
Eugenia  Otley 
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Earl  Carson 
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Bureau  of  Land  Management 

Bums  District  Office,  Andrews  Resource  Area 

%  Miles  Brown,  Area  Manager  and  Glenn  Patterson,  Planning  Team  Leader 
HC  74-12533  Hwy  20  West 
Hines  Oregon  97738 

Comments  on  the  Draft  Southeast  Oregon  Resource  Management  Plan/E  IS 

In  general  I  like  the  concept  of  planning  for  resource  objectives,  unfortunately,  this  type  of 
planning  leaves  a  lot  of  questions  unanswered  These  unanswered  questions  leave  me  uneasy  about 
the  outcome  of  many  of  the  proposed  studies  and  relative  decisions  that  will  come  from  them 

Issue  5,  Special  Management  Areas  bring  about  some  of  my  greatest  concern  Volume  2. 

Appendix  N.  Page  359  quotes  Dr.  Griffiths  report  of  grazing  pressure  on  Steens  Mountain  m  the 
early  1900’s.  Wc  know  that  the  Steens  area  and  most  all  of  Southeastern  Oregon  received  extreme 
grazing  pressure  for  60+  years  Monitoring  performed  by  the  Bureau  staff  has  shown  improvement  of 
rangelands  in  most  areas  consistently  for  the  last  20+  years.  Livestock  grazing  is  only  a  fraction  of 
historic  use  with  many  areas  already  off  limits  to  grazing  The  areas  we  arc  now  determining  as 
“special”  are  only  “special”  because  ranching  has  kept  them  open  and  undeveloped  Why  the  sudden 
rush  to  designate  so  many  SMA’s? 

WSA’s,  WSR’s,  ACEC’s,  all  limit  management  flexibility.  Why  continue  to  designate 
more  land  ’special'*?  What  law  or  act  allows  or  requires  ACEC  designation?  Why  is  it  that  sudden 
management  changes  have  to  lake  place  following  special  designations  when  the  unique  feature 
existed  prior  to  designation  under  prior  management? 

It  is  my  understanding  that  National  Conservation  Area  designation  comes  through 
Congress.  Why  is  the  proposed  NCA  designation  a  pan  of  this  planning  document0 

Furthermore  I  found  it  very  difficult  to  form  an  opinion  on  the  relevance  of  an  NCA  from 
the  information  provided  1  would  suggest  pulling  the  NCA  discussion  out  of  this  plan  and  come  out 
with  a  new  plan  for  NCA  management  when  and  if  Congress  designates  the  Steens  as  an  NCA. 

Mam  of  the  unique  and  special  features  that  interest  people  are  on  private  land  The 
statistics  used  state  that  the  area  ts  “768,983  acres,  including  about  200,000  acres  of  private"  inside 
the  proposed  NCA  boundary  This  statistic  really  distorts  the  real  picture  as  so  much  of  the  ripanan 
and  key  areas  are  on  private  land  What  would  happen  to  the  private  land  with  in  the  boundary  of 
the  NCA?  Why  not  limit  the  NCA  to  the  high  Steens  gorge  area  and  other  large  contiguous  blocks 
of  public  land  and  leave  the  private  land  outside  the  boundary? 

Volume  I ,  Page  2-82,  Is  it  feet  that  “permits  have  no  legally  recognized  value  as  private  property'*? 

Volume  1,  Pages  4  -16,  17,  18  Reseeding  of  bums  with  7554  normativ  e  and  25%  native  mixes  do 
not  result  in  a  monoculture  of  normative  species  Road  canyon  is  an  excellent  example  of  crested 
wheat  replacing  cheat  grass  while  native  perennials  continue  10  occupy  their  sites  Use  of  nonnative 
perrenials  can  actually  increase  spocics  diversity  of  an  area.  Nonnative  monocultures  only  result  after 
intense  tillage  practices  Limiting  the  use  of  nonnative  species  on  a  large  9calc  as  Alternative  C  does 
would  definitely  increase  the  spread  of  noxious  weeds  and  enchroachmcnt  of  nondesirable  annuals 
Native  grasses  are  extremely  expensive  and  difficult  to  establish  in  these  low  rainfall  areas 

If  I  read  alternative  C  properly  and  it  is  the  preferred  alternative  Reading  between  the  lines  1  see 
grazing  reduced,  fire  suppression  efforts  reduced  and  prohibition  of  planting  nonnative  species  Will 
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mm  srnmo:  ranch,  me. 


roaring  srnmes  ranch,  me. 


chcaigrass.  medusa  head,  and  noxious  weeds  provide  the  desired  wildlife  habitat,  watershed 
conditions,  and  recreational  scenery? 

Blanket  statements  like  found  on  page  18  paragraph  7  "Riparian  areas  are  often  adversely  affected  by 
livestock  grazing."  Are  very  biased  and  inaccurate  in  my  opinion.  With  current  grazing  management 
only  isolated  areas  are  in  declining  condition  based  on  BLM  monitoring.  How  can  this  plan  paint 
such  a  bad  picture  of  grazing  when  room  ton ng  indicates  the  opposite,  an  upward  trend  in  the 
nuyority  of  cases? 

Page  4-19  next  to  last  paragraph  "As  a  result  of  optimizing  livestock  use  of  available  forage,  the 
benefits  of  returning  vegetation  material  to  the  soil  would  be  minimized”  Standing  bunch  grasses  in 
low  precipitation  areas  take  years  to  foil  to  the  ground  and  return  to  the  soil.  In  fact  often  the  plants 
become  weakened  b>  the  standing  dead  “wolfy"  vegetation  After  years  of  baking  in  the  sun  and 
wind  little  remains  but  the  Carbon  to  return  to  the  seal  when  the  stems  and  leaves  do  foil  Tbc  best 
cow  will  only  convert  10%  of  what  she  eats  to  her  body  reserves,  the  rest  passes  through  her  system 
to  the  soil  as  digested  grass  mixed  with  water  Is  there  scientific  documentation  that  undisturbed 
bunch  grasses  return  more  to  the  soil  than  grazed  plants  through  cow  manure'’ 

Chapter  4-22  paragraph  1  I  think  the  South  Steens  in  1998  is  definite  evidence  that  decreased 
grazing  will  increase  fire  acreage  and  frequency  As  more  areas  are  rested  more  frequently  under 
Alternatives  C.  D  &  E  annual  acreage  burned  fcy  wildfire  will  increase  substantially,  not  that  wildfire 
is  necessarily  bad  The  plan  is  inaccurate,  leaving  the  agency  unprepared  to  deal  with  the  increased 
black  areas 

Again  reseeding  these  areas  with  75%  native  species  mixes  greatly  increases  the  costs  and 
limits  the  success  of  reaching  management  objectives 

Page4  -  23&24  Alternative  D  Less  juniper  control  and  greater  restriction  on  grazing  may  take  the 
land  farther  from  Resource  Objectives  rather  than  accelerate  the  rate  of  accomplishment  Paragraph 
9  “  Lighter  grazing  levels  that  emphasize  resource  values  and  authorization  of  no  TNR  use  would 
retain  additional  plant  litter  for  incorporation  into  the  soil.  Soils  would  be  better  protected  from 
erosive  overland  flow  of  precipitation." 

With  limited  grazing  what  will  cause  these  bunch  grass  plants  to  return  to  the  soil?  Is  there 
scientific  documentation  that  ungrazed,  burned  uplands  contribute  less  sediment  than  grazed  burned 
uplands? 

Page  4-27  Paragraph  6  “  Conclusion.  Exclusion  of  livestock  from  all  public  land  would  allow 
natural  succession  to  improve  the  condition  of  many  vegetation  communities." 

Which  vegetation  communities9  Where  is  the  scientific  documentation? 


BLM  monitoring  indicates  improvement  in  Riparian  health  consistently  from  1984  to  present  under 
previous  management  It  seems  Ironic  to  change  management  as  drastically  as  is  proposed  when 
previous  management  was  allowing  improvement . 

Page  367  Paragraph  6.  “  Any  adverse  impacts  to  public  land  resource  values  from  private  land 
management  may  reduce  the  availability  of  use  for  livestock  on  public  land." 

Could  this  be  better  quantified  as  to  what  activities  on  private  land  might  adversely  impact  public 
land  resource  values?  What  public  land  resource  values  might  be  impacted?  Is  it  legal  to  take  a 
permit  for  activities  performed  on  neighboring  private  lands? 

Appendix  T 

The  main  purpose  for  including  this  portion  in  the  RMP  was  to  analyze  the  Lausenca  fence  in  an 
EIS  With  the  Lausenca  fence  plan  completed  in  an  EA  as  an  amendment  to  the  AMP  is  it 
necessary  to  leave  this  Appendix  in  the  RMP? 

Throughout  this  appendix  and  the  entire  RMP  there  is  the  underlying  tone  that  cows  hammer  creeks 
and  that  fish  and  cows  cannot  coexist.  This  tone  bothers  me  because  much  improvement  has  taken 
place  in  the  last  45  years  really,  and  documented  improvement  in  the  last  15+  years.  The  Bureau 
needs  to  do  a  better  job  of  "tooting  its  own  horn"  if  you  will,  and  recognizing  the  good  things  that 
have  taken  place  since  the  Taylor  Grazing  Act  was  passed 

I  have  great  concern  for  our  local  economy  and  loss  of  rural  culture  as  these  plans  come  out  with 
more  "special  land  use  designations"  and  greater  restriction  on  natural  resource  use.  Grazing  allows 
the  use  of  a  renewable  resource  and  generates  Gross  National  Product  to  our  economy  It  is  a  very 
sustainable  contributor  to  the  economy  Locking  up  large  acreages  from  mining  and  other  forms  of 
natural  resource  use  greatly  limits  our  options  in  the  future  I  worry  that  the  agencies  are  listening  a 
little  to  much  to  the  preservationist  crowd  and  ignoring  the  many  other  public  land  users  as  more 
and  more  federal  land  uses  are  severely  restricted. 

n  - 

Stacy  Davies 


VOLUME  2 
Appendix  D 

Riparian  management  is  key  to  grazing  decisions  for  many  of  these  rangelands  Decisions  for 
consideration  under  the  alternatives  are  based  on  data  found  in  Appendix  D  The  riparian  condition 
and  trend  in  the  chart  appear  different  from  files  I  have  reviewed  on  South  Steens  streams 
Is  the  most  recent  data  available  listed  in  these  tables9  Was  monitoring  and  classification 
information  gathered  from  all  members  erf  the  Interdisciplinary  Team?  If  not.  could  that  information 
be  included  and  have  influence  on  the  decisions  outlined  in  the  preferred  alternative? 
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areas  will  become  more  important  as  our  population  grows. 

Now  is  the  time  to  plan  for  that  future. 

3.  We  support  all  the  Wild  and  Scenic  River  and  ACEC  designa¬ 
tions  in  Alternative  D. 

4.  We  support  SRMA  status  for  the  Succor  Creek  area  (Alt.D). 

That  wonderful  lonely  cottonwood  tree  was  surrounded  by  junk 
when  we  were  last  there - a  picnic  table  in  its  shade  and 

an  interpretive  sign  would  be  so  welcome. 


First,  let  us  express  great  appreciation  for  the  outstanding  We  support  Wilderness  designation  for  Leslie  Gulch  and  environs, 

maps  that  accompanied  these  volumes.  They  are  remarkably  a  most  fascinating  place, 

readable  and  comprehensive. 


Following  are  our  comments  on  the  documents: 

Generally,  we  much  prefer  Alternative  D  which  has  better 
potential  for  long  range  resource  protection. 

Specifics : 

1.  Mineral  leasing — It  appears  far  too  much  area  would  be 
available  for  mineral  leasing  in  Ait.  C  (Map  MIN-6).  Please 
concentrate  mineral  leasing  in  areas  of  no  conflict  with  othe 
resource  values,  e.g.  wilderness,  wildlife  and  quiet  recreal- 
tion.  Stay  out  of  ACECs  and  RNAs.  Re  Borax  Lake:  we  suppor 
the  3x0  mile  buffer.  We  understand  the  desire  to  maintain 
the  flow  of  resources  from  public  land,  but  wherever  this 
may  be  inconsistent  with  the  "desire  to  protect,  restore  and 
enhance  resource  values"  the  latter  should  prevail.  This 
is  necessary  to  assure  the  long  term  health  of  public  land. 


2.  We  support  the  recommendations  of  the  High  Desert  Committee 
of  the  Sierta  Club  for  Wilderness  designation.  These  wilderness 
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5.  Domestic  sheep  should  be  phased  out  of  Bighorn  Sheep 
habitat.  Protective  management  practices  for  these  and  for 
Pronghorn  Antelope,  elk  and  deer  should  be  emphasized. 

6.  For  OH  Vs ,  alternative's  best.  Now  is  the  time  to  be 
firm  about  limiting  the  destruction  these  machines  cause. 

They  are  inimical  to  practically  every  other  recreational 
activity  and  surely  cause  significant  distress  to  wildlife. 

Limit  their  activity  to  areas  where  they  will  do  the  least 
danage  until  such  time  as  they  can  be  phased  out  altogether. 

7.  Riparian  Management  objectives  are  good,  but  can  you  achieve 
them?  Cattle  grazing  should  be  gradually  phased  out  of 

ail  sensitive  areas  until  the  land  is  restored  to  natural 
conditions . 

8.  The  Adaptive  Management  approach,  inadequate  monitoring 
is  funded,  maintained  and  used,  is  a  desirable  approach.  A 
comprehensive,  well  implemented  monitoring  program  is  abso¬ 
lutely  essential  for  any  alternative.  Perhaps  it  should  be 
clearly  stated  that  unless  funding  is  available  for  monitoring, 
there  is  no  way  to  know  what  the  state  of  the  land  is. 
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SEORMP*  will  guide  the  future 
of  10,000  square  miles  of  high 
desert  wildlands,  including: 

•  Steens  Mountain 

•  Owyhee  Canyonlands, 

•  BUtzen  River, 

•  Nearly  300  river  miles  eligible  for 

federal  wild  and  scenic  status,  and  more. 


SIM  Is  seeking  Input  on  Its  plan  for  6.3  million 
acres  In  southeast  Oregon  (shaded  area). 


•Southeast  Oregon  Resource  Management  Plan 
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Bureau  of  Land  Management 

ATTN  Cody  Hansen  /  Acting  Bums  District  Manager 

Bums  District  Office 

HC74-  12533  Hwy  20  West 

Hines,  OR 

97738 


Dear  Mr.  Cody, 

1  am  wnting  to  comment  on  the  SEORMP/  EIS  in  general  and  where  it  applies  to  the 
Steens  Ml  area  specifically  As  an  frequent  visitor  to  the  area  I  was  disappointed  in  the  draft 
statements  lack  of  clear  cut  proposals  and  the  potential  of  the  plan  to  impact  the  publics  access 
to  the  area 

The  comments  on  the  possible  closure  of  the  Loop  Road  in  the  winter  concerned  me  as  well  as 
the  comments  on  the  over  flight  restrictions  for  helicopters  As  a  member  of  the  public  I  would 
urge  the  road  be  kept  open  to  winter  activities  that  1  may  want  to  enjoy  in  the  future. 

I  would  also  like  to  be  able  to  use  local  providers  of  helicopter  transportation  to  access 
fishing  areas  that  would  be  difficult  if  not  impossible  to  reach  by  any  other  means 

Thank  you  for  you  attention. 


Sincerely, 


** — ® 


Paul  E.  Harris 
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cycle  should  be  identified.  Will  evaluation  and  course  correction  take  place  every  year, 
every  5  years,  or  when?  The  risk  is  outcome  based  and  if  the  outcome  does  not  favor 
wildlife  the  problems  should  be  identified  as  early  as  possible. 


James  K.enna  February  25,  1 999 

Bums  District  Manager 

Bureau  of  Land  Management  T;.B  2  5  , 

HC  74-12533  Hwy  20  West 
Hines,  OR  97738 

Dear  Mr,  Kenna: 

The  Oregon  Chapter  of  The  Wildlife  Society  (ORTWS)  is  a  nonprofit  scientific  and  educational 
organization  of  professionals  in  wildlife  and  resource  management.  We  appreciate  the  opportunity 
to  comment  on  the  Draft  Southeast  Oregon  Resource  Management  Plan/Environmental  Impact 
Statement. 

Overall,  the  document  seems  fairly  complete  and  well  written  and  does  a  good  job  of  capturing 
the  needs  of  the  pubic  in  the  natural  and  social  resources  affected  by  this  plan.  The  Vale  and 
Bums  districts  should  be  commended  on  many  aspects  of  the  plan. 

As  expected  the  plan  is  very  general,  with  few  specific  directions.  It  is  written  for  a  landscape 
perspective  for  groups  of  allotments  rather  than  for  each  allotment.  This  affords  a  more 
ecologically  base  management  style.  The  document  is  very  large,  and  it  is  obvious  that  much 
work  has  been  done  on  analyses,  however  we  have  several  points,  questions  and  concerns  related 
to  this  document.  The  following  are  ORTWS’s  comments: 

General 

We  are  concerned  about  the  age  of  some  of  the  references  used  and  the  paucity  of  references  used 
throughout  the  document  to  justify  conclusions.  For  example  are  Thomas  et  al.  (1984)  and 
Vavra  and  Sneva  (1978)  still  the  most  recent  references  for  research.  A  more  thorough  review  of 
pertinent  literature  is  needed  to  improve  the  content  of  the  plan.  It  also  seems  appropriate  for 
BLM  to  conduct  inventories  to  validate  current  watershed  level  ecologically  based  management. 

Chapter  1 

The  principle  of  "Adaptive  Management"  is  a  major  emphasis  in  this  plan.  Although  this  is 
creative,  and  has  great  potential  to  be  dynamic  in  correcting  undesirable  conditions, 
management  objectives  proposed  arc  generally  too  vague.  In  other  words  it  is  not  dear 
how  or  wh^n  the  Bureau  would  alter  a  management  pathway  in  order  to  meet  an  objective 
or  how  such  general  objectives  would  be  measured  in  the  evaluation  stage.  The  key  to 
adaptive  management  is  to  have  measurcable.  quantified  objectives  and  a  well  thought  out 
monitoring  program  to  measure  those  objectives.  The  timing  of  the  adaptive  management 


-  Another  critical  part  of  adaptive  management  is  monitoring.  Will  adequate  funding  be 
planned  for  to  cover  monitoring  needed  to  fully  implement  an  adaptive  management 
approach? 

-  It  is  difficult  to  see  how  this  plan  differs  from  past  management.  It  would  be  helpful  to 
have  a  summary  of  monitoring  data  from  past  years  to  suggest  the  vegetative  condition  or 
trends  on  the  range  or  the  conditions  or  trends  of  wildlife  habitats  affected  by  management 
actions.  It  would  also  be  useful  to  show  the  results  of  past  monitoring  data  and  explain 
how  it  supports  the  recommendations  for  proposed  graz.ing  levels. 

-  It  would  be  very  useful  to  have  certain  definitions  in  the  document  These  definitions 
include  but  are  not  limited  to:  sensitive  resources,  acceptable  limits,  cave,  and  desirable 
introduced  plant  species. 

-  Will  the  final  EA  address  allotment  management  at  the  permit  level?  There  is  concern 
that  grazing  agreements  may  have  been  developed  in  the  past  without  NEPA  compliance 
and  that  decisions  established  in  those  agreements  will  not  be  revised  by  this  plan. 

Chapter  2 

-  It  is  not  clear  how  many  ACECs  have  been  established  primarily  for  plant  and/or  animal 
habitats.  Furthermore  it  is  not  clear  which  ACECs  with  plant  and  animal  primary  values 
will  have  recreation,  mining,  grazing  or  some  other  potentially  conflicting  management 
actions  as  secondary  objectives.  Measuring  "limits  of  acceptable  change"  in  these  habitats 
is  not  only  critical  to  maintaining  the  original  values,  but  very  difficult  to  do  without 
established  methods.  Il  would  be  useful  to  identify  where  potential  conflicting 
management  action  may  occur  and  identify  specific  levels  of  change  which  are  acceptable 
to  maintain  the  primary  resource  values  for  which  the  ACEC  was  established  (sec  pages  2- 
62  to  2-69). 

The  management  plan  explains  that  juniper  has  replaced  shrub  steppe  habitats  because  of 
the  reduction  of  fine  fuels  and  the  change  in  fire  frequency  and  intensity.  The  plan 
attributes  this  condition  (in  part)  to  livestock  grazing,  and  intends  to  use  artificial  means  to 
reset  the  ecological  condition.  Is  the  replacement  of  the  shrub  steppe  by  juniper  expected 
to  continue  at  similar  rates,  or  will  livestock  grazing  levels  be  altered  to  ensure  that  the 
rate  of  re-establishment  are  slowed? 

In  the  definition  of  "Lotic  Waters",  riparian/welland  areas  are  functioning  when  all  three  of 
the  following  components  are  adequate:  vegetation,  land  form  and  large  woody  debns. 
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In  defining  both  Lentic  and  Lotic  waters  there  should  be  some  quantification  of  the  level 
of  function  needed  (quantified)  for  each  parameter  in  order  to  define  either  minimum  or 
optimum  function  of  a  system  (see  page  2-36). 

On  page  2-44  “Upland  game  bird"  species  should  include  the  native  species  of  mountain 
quail  and  sage  grouse  even  though  they  are  also  included  as  special  status  species.  In  this 
section  there  is  a  lot  of  attention  given  to  exotic  wildlife  species.  What  is  BLM  policy  in 
relation  to  management  of  exotic  game  species? 

The  economic  value  of  wildlife  should  be  given  more  consideration  in  each  species  write¬ 
up. 

The  discussion  of  neotropical  migrant  birds  on  page  248  should  be  expanded.  It  is  now 
politically  correct  to  call  this  a  part  of  a  larger  group:  “landbirds”  We  suggest  titling  the 
paragraph  landbirds  and  adding  the  discussion  that  many  landbirds  which  don't  migrate  to 
the  neotropics  are  also  declining. 

Table  2-15  lists  the  northern  bald  eagle  as  a  documented  breeder  in  the  Andrews  RA. 

This  appears  to  be  an  error  as  the  text  on  pages  2-53  and  4-79  mention  that  no  breeding 
occurs  within  the  planning  area.  Also,  the  white-tailed  jackrabbit  should  be  listed  as  a 
documented  breeder  (albeit  very  rare)  in  the  .Andrews  RA  and  also  the  Yuma  myotis. 
Other  bat  species  which  are  documented  as  breeders  in  the  Andrews  RA  include: 
Antrozous  pallidus,  Myotis  thvsanodes.  Lasiortycteris  noctivagans.  Myotis  ciliolabrum. 
and  Myotis  evotls. 

We  would  like  to  sec  the  plan  address  restoration  of  species  which  have  been  extirpated 
from  all  or  portions  of  the  planning  area  .  Two  particular  species  which  should  be 
considered  are  sharp-tailed  grouse  and  white-tailed  jackrabbit  (Andrews  RA).  These  two 
species  were  historically  common  in  the  planning  area.  The  Malheur  National  Wildlife 
Refuge  Master  Plan  addressed  restoring  populations  of  sharp-tailed  grouse  to  the  refuge 
and  the  northwest  portion  of  the  Andrews  RA. 

The  species  write  up  section  fails  to  provide  adequate  information  about  small  mammals 
including  bats,  beaver,  kit  fox,  bobcats,  other  carnivores  and  furbearers,  reptiles,  and 
amphibians.  There  could  be  additional  information  provided  for  species  included  in  table 
2-15.  Some  of  these  groups  of  species  are  special  status  species  and  should  receive  more 
detailed  discussion  in  the  plan. 

The  discussion  of  Catlow  tui  chub  on  page  2-53  should  be  expanded  to  include 
information  about  the  “ Catlow  Redhand  Trout  and  Catlow  Tui  Chub  Conservation 
Agreement  and  Strategy". 

Also  on  page  2-53,  the  discussion  of  bald  eagle  use  fails  to  acknowledge  that  much  of  the 


eagle  use  in  ARA  is  associated  with  Malheur  Refuge  in  the  south  Blitzen  Valley. 

-  The  bighorn  sheep  range  map  and  the  statement  on  page  2-55  that  “No  licensed  sheep 
grazing  permits  overlap  with  currently  occupied  bighorn  range'*  lead  to  confusion.  Does 
the  range  shown  on  the  map  not  represent  currently  occupied  bighorn  range?  To  err  on 
the  safe  side,  it  is  easier  to  move  a  domestic  sheep  allotment  than  to  keep  bighorns  from 
going  where  they  want  to.  We  suggest  that  the  Bureau  consider  moving  sheep  allotments 
awa^  from  present  and  potential  bighorn  ranges. 

Does  the  Bureau  have  a  formula  for  adjusting  grazing  levels?  If  so,  it  should  be  explained 
in  the  document. 

-  On  page  2-60,  forbs  were  not  included  in  a  seed  mix.  We  recommend  that  forbs  be 
included  in  seed  mixes  as  they  are  very  important  in  the  diets  of  a  wide  cadre  of  wildlife. 
This  is  an  appropriate  place  to  identify  a  proportion  of  the  “range  improvement  funds"  to 
be  used  for  livestock  grazing  impact  mitigation.  Since  wildlife  generally  do  not  fully 
utilize  crested  wheatgrass  plantings,  there  is  a  need  to  list  a  seed  mix  for  range 
improvement  projects.  There  is  also  a  need  to  identify  a  utilization  level  which  is  keyed  to 
the  survival  of  the  plant  species  in  each  habitat,  which  is  least  tolerant  of  grazing  pressure. 

Chapter  3 

The  “Desired  Range  of  Future  Conditions"  should  expand  the  forest  conditions  to  include 
greater  wildlife  values,  and  to  manage  habitat  so  as  to  not  encourage  the  further  listing  of 
threatened  or  endangered  species. 

The  “Implementation  Through  Adaptive  Management"  should  include  time  frames  for 
management  actions. 

-  Under  Alternative  C  on  page  3- 1 8  there  is  a  typographical  error  in  the  reference. 

-  Further  quantification  is  needed  on  wildlife  objectives.  Again,  they  are  vague  and  are 
more  like  goals  than  objectives  (see  page  3-88  “Objective  1  ”,on  the  subject  of  enhancing 
populations). 

We  would  like  to  see  the  document  address  how  many  AUMs  would  be  allocated  to 
wildlife  under  each  alternative,  in  comparison  with  AUMs  for  livestock  and  wild  horses. 

Chapter  4 

Riparian  Management  prescriptions  in  general,  are  likely  to  need  additional  adjustments. 
Fencing  of  riparian  ureas  is  costly  and  not  always  effective.  Pastures  with  riparian  areas 
need  to  be  managed  by  monitoring  the  utilization  and  condition  of  the  riparian  area  rather 
than  the  utilization  and  condition  of  an  upland,  or  crested  wheatgrass  seeding 


L-227 


On  page  4-22,  regarding  reseeding  wildfire  sites,  it  states  that  “25  percent  would  receive  a 
nonnaiive  seed  mixture".  Please  justify  the  need  for  use  of  nonnativc  seed  as  we  see  this 
as  a  step  away  from  management  of  a  landscape  for  native  biological  diversity. 

There  needs  to  be  an  identification  of  the  level  and  how  often  range  will  be  managed  for 
the  early,  mid  and  late  serai  conditions  (page  4-73  under  alt.  C). 

The  information  on  page  4-84  should  also  be  contrasted  with  alternatives  D  and  E. 
“Historic”  nest  sites  for  bald  eagles  and  peregrine  falcons  should  also  be  addressed  rather 
that  just  the  current  nest  sites  of  these  species. 


Chapter  5 

-  On  page  5-7,  organizations  on  mailing  list  should  list  The  Wildlife  Society  We  assume 
this  is  the  national  organization.  To  limit  confusion,  this  comment  letter  is  from  the 
Oregon  Chapter  of  The  Wildlife  Society. 

Appendix  F 

Page  321  states  white-faced  ibis  “only  as  a  breeder  on  private  land”.  This  should  actually 
state  that  most  breeding  within  the  planning  boundary  occurs  on  Malheur  NWR,  with 
occasional  breeding  on  private  lands  (only  one  year  in  Harney  County). 

Appendix  N 

Pages  363-365  each  list  “median  stubble  height.. ..of  approximately  3  inches"  for 
Alternative  C.  Three  inches  is  too  short  for  most  wildlife  species  and  riparian  shrubs 
would  be  damaged  at  this  level  of  use.  This  level  eliminates  cover  for  small  mammals  and 
many  ground-nesting  birds  during  the  nesting  period  and  will  also  slow  the  riparian 
recovery  process.  We  suggest  that  a  figure  of  at  least  10  inches  be  used  as  the  standard 
for  livestock  removal  from  riparian  pastures. 
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Miles  IU  Brown 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Bums  District  Office 
HC  74-12533  Hwy  20  West 
Hines,  OR  97738 

Mr  Brown: 

I  have  finished  reviewing  the  “Draft  Southeast  Oregon  Resource  Management 
Plan/Environmental  Impact  Statement”  The  following  are  my  comments 

1  p.  1-17  “The  Malheur  Reservation  went  through  numerous  geographic  changes 
and  was  largely  abandoned  by  the  Northern  Paiute  in  1878  during  hostilities” 
This  statement  overly  simplifies  the  history  of  this  period  and  serves  no  purpose 
in  this  document  It  implies  that  the  Northern  Paiute  left  the  reservation  out  of 
their  own  choice,  which  was  not  the  case. 

2.  p.2-80.  The  tribal  economy  was  not  represented  in  the  section  on  “Human  Uses 

and  Values”. 


Thanks  again  for  the  opportunity  to  comment. 


Conservation  Committee  Chair 


3.  p.2-91  “No  American  Indian  subsistence  areas  have  been  identified”  The  Bums 

Paiute  Tribe  has  been  working  with  both  Bums  and  Vale  BLM  on  this  subject 
This  sentence  should  be  reworded  to  better  reflect  the  working  relationship  the 
Tribe  has  with  the  Districts  Information  has  been  provided  by  tribal  members  at 
meetings  and  during  fieldtnps 

4  p  3-134.  The  Bums  Paiute  Tribe  is  in  support  of  the  Castle  Rock  ACEC 
nomination  This  is  an  area  used  for  both  sacred  and  subsistence  reasons 
Comments  on  the  nomination  have  been  provided  at  the  Tribal  Council  and 
Elder’s  meetings 

5  p  4-5  The  Tribe  would  encourage  the  BLM  to  close  both  Castle  Rock  and  the 
Steens  to  mineral  development.  Both  of  these  areas  are  of  cultural  importance  to 
the  Tribe. 
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6  The  Tribe  encourages  the  BLM  to  record  cultural  plant  distribution  during  project 
surveys  This  would  benefit  both  the  BLM  and  the  Tribe  and  aid  in  discussions 
on  specific  projects 

7  p  4-122.  Cultural  resources  were  not  specifically  considered  in  the  section  on 
“Visual  Resources”  The  visual  impact  on  cultural  resources  also  needs  to  be 
considered  during  public  land  actions 

8  p.4-1 50  Tribal  use  of  the  area  is  not  discussed  within  “Human  Uses  and  Values”. 
This  needs  to  be  added  to  this  section 


As  mentioned  earlier,  you  have  received  oral  comments  from  tribal  members  at  meetings 
during  the  past  two  years  These  comments  should  also  be  considered  in  producing  the 
final  RMP 

Sincerely, 

Linda  Reed-Jerofke 
Cultural  Resource  Manager 


Received 
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Mr.  Cody  Hansen,  Bums  District  Manager 
Bums  District  Office 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
HC74- 12533  Hwy.  20  West 
Hines,  OR  97738 


RECEIVED 

FEB  23  7999 

burns  district 


Dear  Mx.  Hansen: 

This  letter  is  being  written  as  a  letter  of  concern  over  the  cunenl  BLM  Draft  Southeast  Oregon 
Management  Plan/Environmental  Impact  Statement,  hereafter  referred  to  as  "Ae  Plan.”  Specifically,  1 
question  the  Plan’s  proposed  action  limiting  authorized  aircraft  landing  in  the  Steens  Mountain  Recreation 
Lands  (SRMA)  to  the  winter  season  and  the  Plan’s  impact  on  the  operations  of  a  guide  service  1  use  known 
as  Steens  Mountain  Packers  (SMP)  of  Frenchglen,  Oregon. 

As  a  native  Oregonian,  1  place  extreme  value  on  the  quality  of  Oregon's  natural  resources.  1  have  lived  in 
the  Portland  metropolitan  area  most  of  my  life  and  am  acutely  aware  of  the  negative  environmental  impacts 
which  occur  as  a  direct  result  of  human  population  pressure.  1  worry  about  what  lies  on  the  environmental 
honzon  for  Oregon. 

As  a  trout  fisherman  and  outdoorsman,  I  also  place  extreme  value  on  preserving  the  dwindling  number  of 
quality  trout  fisheries  and  natural  recreation  areas.  I  have  witnessed,  fust  hand,  the  total  destruction  of 
trout  habitat  and  premium  natural  recreation  areas  west  of  the  Cascades.  Again,  I  worry  about  what  lies  on 
the  environmental  honzon  for  Oregon. 

What  do  these  comments  have  to  do  with  the  activities  of  SMP  and  the  Plan?  The  answer  is  simple.  SMP 
provides  access  to  premium  environmental  experiences  in  an  environmentally  responsible  way.  1  would 
not  use  them  if  they  didn't  Environmental  impact  is  minimized.  Motorized  ground  transport  is  kept  to  a 
minimum.  For  fishing,  a  catch  and  release  policy  is  followed.  No  trash  is  left  behind.  Laws  are  not  only 
obeyed,  but  respected.  SMP  educates  the  public  about  enviionmental  sensibility.  In  short,  SMP  acts  as  a 
counter  to  the  negative  elements  of  natural  human  behavior  which  takes  place  when  the  public  is  left  to  its 
own  devices  when  coming  into  contact  with  environmentally  sensitive  areas  such  as  SRMA. 

In  conclusion,  I  ask  the  BLM  to  give  consideration  to  the  fact  that  the  Plan,  as  currently  drafted,  will 
negatively  impact  the  activities  of  an  entity  (in  SMP)  which  should  be  viewed  as  a  partner  in  the  quest  to 
protect  tiie  SRMA  from  the  ravages  of  the  general  public.  If  the  activities  of  responsible  guide  services 
(such  as  SMP)  are  curtailed  and  the  general  public  is  left  to  its  own  devices,  the  Plan  will  insure  the  exact 
outcome  it  seeks  to  avoid.  To  me,  it  makes  sense  to  use  specially  licensed  guide  services  as  partners  in  an 
effort  control  and  manage  access  to  one  of  Oregon’s  most  treasured  areas;  the  Steens  Mountain  Recreation 
Lands. 

Thank  you  for  your  consideration 


Sincerely, 


Robert  C  Krippaehnc 


Fn:  steen  vVord 
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Daniel  and  Meggy  Ixse 


February  16,  1999 


Reived 

F[B  2  6  1999 

bu"‘18!?»o 


Bureau  Of  Land  Management 

ATTN:  Cody  Hansen/ Acting  Burns  District  Manager 

Burns  District  Office 

HC  74-1 2533  llwy  20  West 

Hines.  OR  97738 

Dear  BLM. 

Wc  are  waiting  with  concern  about  the  newly  published  and  released  Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Draft  Southeast  Oregon  Management  Plan/Envuonmentai  Impact  Statement  (SEORMP/ElSi,  and  the 
potential  Impact  of  this  plan  on  use  of  public  lands  in  eastern  Oregon.  Wc  have  enjoyed  the  use  of  public 
recreation  land  in  eastern  Oregon  for  the  past  nearly  20  years,  horn  Jordon  Crater,  the  Owyhee  River, 
Malheur  National  Wildlife  Rcfage.  to  the  magnificent  Slcens  Mountains.  We  would  like  lo  be  able  to 
continue  lo  enjoy  these  great  national  assets,  and  would  like  to  see  that  they  continue  to  be  protected  and 
maintained  as  they  have  been  so  well  in  the  past. 

We  have  reviewed  the  plan,  and  have  serious  concerns  over  several  of  the  proposed  plans.  In 
particular,  wc  feel  most  strongly  about  the  following  three  issues: 


March  1,  1999 

Edwin  J.  Singleton 
Vale  District  Manager 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
1 00  Oregon  Street 
Vale,  OR  97918 

Craig  Hansen 
Bums  District  Manager 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
HC  74-12533  Hwy  20  West 
Hines,  OR  97738 

Via  FAX  (541)  573-441 1;  38  pages 
Dear  Mr.  Singleton  and  Mr  Hansen: 


I.  First,  the  statement  that  “Authorized  aircraft  landing  in  the  Steens  Mountain  Recreation  Lands 
(SRMA)  would  occur  on  BLM  administered  land  for  winter  activities  only"  is  most  disturbing.  To  start 
with,  this  would  represent  a  75%  reduction  in  flight  operations  currently  authorized,  which  has  several 
negative  impacts.  Perhaps  the  most  significant  impact  is  the  resultant  increase  in  ground  traffic 
(motorcycles,  ATVs.  tour -wheel  drive  vehicles,  as  well  as  horse  and  foot  traffic),  which  will  greatly 
increase  the  environmentally  detrimental  effects.  Additionally,  tt  would  block  use  of  public  land  from 
physically  handicapped  people,  as  well  as  significantly  lima  the  places  all  people  could  visit,  resulting  in 
higher  concentrations  in  fewer  areas.  Another  significant  Impact  would  be  a  75%  reduction  in  air 
surveillance  of  both  public  and  private  land  by  the  citizens  most  inieresied  In  their  protection,  ibe  local 
businessmen  and  women.  In  actuality,  the  monitoring  by  local  private  citizens  really  helps  BLM  as  a 
“force  multiplier.  Finally,  ihe  public  service  provided  by  local  helicopter  and  airplane  operators  is 
noteworthy  and  irreplaceable,  particularly  for  medical  emergencies,  locating  downed  power  lines,  and 
remote  livestock  support.  In  conclusion,  year-around  flight  operations  should  continue  for  both  local 
private  citizens  and  BI.M. 

2  Wc  arc  also  concerned  about  the  proposed  designations,  strategies,  and  actions  that  could 
effect  Uie  private  lands  and  businesses,  without  ihe  active  participation  and  agreement  with  their  owners. 
The  ranchers  and  local  personnel  that  live  and  work  this  land  are  without  doubt  the  best  to  ensure  the 
continuation  of  the  regions  natural  beauty  and  value:  they  have  a  vested  interest  In  presaging  U. 

Therefore,  the  draft  S  FORM  P/LIS  must  fully  consider  the  impacts  to  the  private  lands  and  businesses  to 
ensure  that  there  arc  no  negative  Impacts  to  the  land's  true  stewards 

3.  Finally,  local  landowners  need  access  to  their  private  property  year  around,  without  restriction. 
The  statement  that  "such  use  would  greatly  stress  deer  on  the  winter  range”  is  unsubsiantlaied  and 
erroneous  The  local  landowners  need  to  get  to  their  property,  even  in  severe  weather,  regardless  of  tbe 
time  of  year.  Their  occasional  necessary  travels  will  continue  to  have  no  significant  impact  on  the  wildlife 
or  land. 

rhank  you  for  your  consideration.  BI.M  needs  to  work  m  conceit  with  the  private  landowners  in 
eastern  Oregon,  to  preserve  the  national  resources  God  provided  What  is  not  needed  or  desired  is  overly 
resiricuvc  regulations  written  in  the  name  of  I  .and  Management  that  are  contrary  to  ihe  preservation  of  the 
this  great  land. 
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Below  are  the  comments  of  the  Oregon  Natural  Desert  Association.  National  Wildlife 
Federation,  American  Lands  Alliance,  ONRC  Action,  ONRC  Fund,  and  Northwest 
F.nvironmental  Defense  Center  on  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management’s  Draft  Southeast 
Oregon  Resource  Management  Plan/F.nvironmental  Impact  Statement.  Thank  you  for  the 
opportunity  to  submit  comments  on  this  important  planning  document.  If  you  have  any 
questions  about  these  comments,  please  feel  free  to  call  Gillian  Lyons  at  the  Oregon 
Natural  Desert  Association  at  Any  written  response  or  other 

correspondence  may  be  addressed  to 


I.  Range  of  Alternatives 

A.  The  BLM  does  not  evaluate  a  reasonable  range  of  alternatives  in  the  DEIS.  While  the 
stated  purposes  of  the  five  alternatives  appear  to  be  different,  the  management  direction 
for  the  various  resources  in  Alternatives  A  through  D  is  often  quite  similar.  Therefore, 
the  BLM  has  not  met  the  NEPA  requirement  to  evaluate  a  reasonable  range  of 
alternatives.  For  example: 

1 .  In  Alternatives  A  through  D,  "current  grazing  levels  (Appendix  E)  would  be 
maintained”  (3-94),  without  any  evidence  that  the  land  and  water  are  capable  or  suitable 
for  maintaining  current  grazing  levels.  Alternative  E  would  eliminate  grazing. 

Therefore,  the  BLM  has  only  evaluated  two  alternatives  with  respect  to  the  grazing  use 
—  all  or  nothing. 

2.  The  no  action  alternative  to  address  noxious  weeds  is  to  "apply  approved  noxious 
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weed  control  methods  in  an  integrated  weed  management  program’’  (EA  at  3-19). 
Alternatives  A,  C,  and  D  would  adopt  the  same  current  program  as  Alternative  B,  without 
any  evidence  that  the  current  program  is  effective.  Alternative  E  would  treat  only  limited 
infested  areas  to  protect  adjacent  private  property.  Again,  the  BLM  has  evaluated  only 
two  alternatives  —  all  or  nothing. 

3.  For  water  quality.  Alternatives  A  through  D  do  not  differ  in  treatment  of  streams  with 
water  quality  limited  segments.  3-23.  Alternatives  A  through  D  also  allow  activities  to 
occur  where  water  quality  standards  are  not  being  met,  so  long  as  the  uses  allow  progress 
toward  attainment  of  water  quality  standards.  3-23.  Alternative  D  adds  "at  the  same  or 
greater  rate  than  if  the  use  or  activity  were  absent."  This  is  not  any  different  than  the 
standard  in  Alternatives  A  through  C.  If  uses  would  slow  the  rate  of  progress,  then  the 
uses  would  be  contributing  to  lack  of  attainment  of  water  quality  standards,  in  dereliction 
of  the  BLM’s  obligations  under  the  Clean  Water  Act. 

II.  Cumulative  Impacts 

Cumulative  impacts  must  be  discussed.  40  CFR  1508.25(a).  Cumulative  impact  is  the 
impact  on  the  environment  which  results  from  the  incremental  impact  of  the  action  when 
added  to  other  past,  present,  and  reasonably  foreseeable  future  actions  regardless  of  what 
agency  or  person  undertakes  such  other  actions.  Cumulative  impacts  can  result  from 
individually  minor  but  collectively  significant  actions  taking  place  over  a  period  of  time. 
40  CFR  1508.7.  Nowhere  in  the  DEIS  does  the  BLM  assess  the  cumulative  effects  on 
resources  of  maintaining  the  existing  grazing  levels.  Rather,  in  reliance  upon  "adaptive 
management."  BLM  merely  sets  out  optimistic  expectations  and  contingent  plans 
NEPA 

does  not  allow  the  agency  to  defer  or  avoid  taking  the  requisite  hard  look  now,  before  the 
decision  is  made.  The  fact  that  Alternatives  A  through  D  would  allow  maintenance  of 
current  grazing  levels  without  any  analysis  of  the  cumulative  effects  of  that  decision  is 
also 

representative  of  the  shell  game  the  BLM  continues  to  play  with  regard  to  where  it  makes 
its  grazing  management  decisions.  Each  new  decision,  at  the  planning  levels  all  rely 
upon  “adaptive  management"  at  some  later  decision-making  point.  Where  grazing  levels 
are  challenged  at  a  finer  scale,  the  BLM  relies  upon  the  RMPs  to  indicate  that  the  grazing 
level  has  already  been  decided.  Thus,  the  BLM  cannot  avoid  its  obligation  to  evaluate 
the  cumulative  effects  of  grazing  in  this  DEIS. 

The  congressional  intent  of  NEPA  and  CEQ  regulations  mandate  consideration  of  all  of 
these  actions  to  provide  a  frill  and  fair  analysis  of  the  proposed  action.  The  draft  EIS 
must  address  reasonably  foreseeable  significant  impacts,  even  if  information  about  them 
is  unavailable.  The  draft  EIS  fails  to  appropriately  evaluate  reasonably  foreseeable 
significant  adverse  effects.  If  the  BLM's  failure  to  address  a  subject  comes  from  a  lack 
of  available  information  on  the  subject,  NEPA  requires  the  BLM  to  state  such 
information  is  unavailable.  40  CFR  1 502.22.  Furthermore,  if  the  BLM  cannot  obtain 
relevant  information,  it  must  at  least  include  a  summary  of  existing  credible  scientific 
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1 .  Soils  (Chap.2,  p.  10):  The  DEIS  fails  to  adequately  reveal  the  extent  of 
degradation  of  the  soils  of  the  planning  area.  These  soils  suffer  from 
compaction,  erosion,  reduced  infiltration,  and  loss  of  fertility.  The  location, 
acreage,  and  causes  of  these  degraded  soils  are  either  completely  left  out  of 
the  DEIS  or  minimized.  Neither  are  the  area  and  location  of  soils  in  good  and 
excellent  condition  reported.  All  problems  are  attributed  to  uses  60-1 00  years 
ago,  while  current  management  practices  were  said  to  have  “reduced  erosion 
and  begun  the  healing  process".  The  DEIS  must  give  evidence  for  these 
assertions  since  current  management  practices  are  known  to  degrade  upland 
and  riparian  soils  (see  attached  papers  by  Fleischner  (1994),  Belsky,  Matzke, 
and  Uselman  ( 1 999),  and  Belsky  and  Blumenthal  ( 1 997)).  The  DEIS  must 
inform  the  reader  how  far  current  soil  conditions  deviate  from  their  potential 
natural  conditions,  how  far  the  healing  process  has  gone,  what  specific 
activities  led  to  the  “healing",  and  how  long  managers  anticipate  it  will  take 
for  these  current  activities  to  restore  soils  to  normal  function.  Authors  of  the 
DEIS  have  to  provide  monitoring  data  to  support  their  contention  that  the  soils 
are  improving.  They’ve  had  since  1995  to  collect  and  analyze  these  data, 
much  of  which  are  available  on  databases. 

2.  Microbiotic  crusts  (Chap.2,  p.  10):  microbiotic  crusts  are  a  major  indicator  of 
healthy  rangelands.  They  stabilize  the  soil,  fix  nitfogen,  increase  soil  fertility, 
increase  growth  of  higher  plants,  and  in  some  areas  increase  water  infiltration 
into  the  soil.  Except  for  one  short  paragraph,  the  DEIS  ignores  these  biotic 
crusts,  which  are  essential  components  of  arid  land  ecosystems  and  major 
indicators  of  rangeland  health.  The  excuse  given  for  ignoring  microbiotic 
crusts  in  the  planning  area  was  that  there  is  little  data  on  microbiotic  crusts 
from  the  Northwest  and  that  most  studies  have  been  taken  from  the  Great 
Basin.  These  excuses  are  without  foundation  (see  discussion  and  references  in 
attached  Comments  on  the  Draft  Interior  Columbia  Basin  Ecosystem 
Management  Plan  (1CBEMP)  by  Joy  Belsky,  Oregon  Natural  Desert 
Association)  or  are  irrelevant.  Studies  carried  out  in  Texas  showing  the 
harmful  effects  of  cigarette  smoking  do  not  have  to  be  repeated  in  Arizona  to 
be  valid  there.  Idaho  BLM  experts  on  microbiotic  crusts  in  the  Northwest,  Dr. 
Roger  Rosentreter  and  Julie  Kaltenecker  of  Boise  BLM,  and  two  scientific 
evaluations  written  for  ICBEMP  repeatedly  stated  that  the  microbiotic  crusts 
of  the  ICBEMP  planning  areas  must  be  actively  managed  by  federal  agencies 
and  restored  for  the  recovery  of  Northwest  shrublands  and  grasslands.  The 
DEIS  must  discuss  the  importance  of  the  crusts,  evaluate  their  current  status 
over  the  entire  planning  area,  give  the  causes  of  their  degradation,  and  discuss 
concomitant  losses  of  ecosystem  function. 

3.  Rangeland  Vegetation  (Chap.  2,  p.  13):  the  DEIS  does  not  adequately  describe  the 
condition  of  the  rangelands.  We  know  from  increases  in  weed  cover,  number 

of  water  quality  limited  streams,  decline  of  native  species  such  as  pronghorn 
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evidence  and  the  agency's  evaluation  of  foreseeable  impact  based  on  theoretical 
approaches.  40  CFR  1 502.22  (b). 

III.  Rangeland  Vegetation,  Noxious  Weeds,  and  Rangeland/Grazing  Use 

The  primary  goal  of  the  Draft  Southeast  Oregon  Resource  Management  Plan  (the  Plan)  is 
“to  develop  management  practices  that  ensure  the  long-term  sustainability  of  healthy  and 
productive  land,  consistent  with  principles  of  ecosystem  management”  (Chap.  1,  p.  1). 
Other  more  specific  objectives  are  to  “restore,  protect  and  enhance  the  diversity  and 
distribution  of  desirable  vegetation  communities,  including  perennial  native  and  desirable 
introduced  plant  species  (Chap.  3,  p.  16).  Similarly,  the  objective  for  water  resources  and 
riparian/wetland  areas  is  to  “Ensure  that  surface  water  and  groundwater  influenced  by 
BLM  activities  comply  with  or  are  making  progress  toward  achieving  State  of  Oregon 
water  quality  standards  for  beneficial  use  as  established  per  stream  by  ODEQ”  (Capt.  3, 
p.  23).  These  and  other  objectives  presented  in  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact 
Statement  (DEIS)  are  commendable. 

The  purposes  of  the  DEIS  are  also  to  describe  the  condition  of  BLM  lands  in  the  three 
resource  areas  and  explain  how  they  will  be  managed.  The  Plan,  however,  fails  to  do  so 
in  several  important  ways.  It  fails  to  describe  the  6.3  million  acres  of  planning  area;  it 
fails  to  discuss  the  major  causes  of  degradation;  and  it  fails  to  describe  how  the  agency 
will  manage  these  lands  to  achieve  stated  objectives.  The  following  comments  refer 
primarily  to  rangeland  sections  of  the  DEIS,  but  are  also  relevant  to  most  of  the  other 
sections. 

A.  The  BLM  fails  to  disclose  the  assessment  of  acres  suitable  for  livestock  grazing.  The 
BLM  states  in  the  DEIS  that,  within  the  6.3  million  acre  planning  area,  66, 1 82  acres  have 
been  set  apart  from  grazing  allotments  to  improve  or  maintain  resource  values  or  because 
they  were  found  unsuitable  for  livestock  grazing.  DEIS  Table  2-18  at  2-59.  Alternative 
A  proposes  allocating  an  additional  8,730  acres  as  not  suitable  or  not  available  for 
livestock  grazing.  DEIS  at  3-95.  Alternatives  C  and  D  propose  allocating  an  additional 
8,836  acres  as  not  suitable  or  not  available  for  livestock  grazing.  Nowhere  in  the  DEIS 
does  the  BLM  reveal  its  criteria  or  assessment  for  its  determination  of  which  acres  are  not 
suitable  for  livestock  grazing.  Nor  does  the  DEIS  disclose  the  BLM's  criteria, 
assessment,  or  determination  of  which  acres  are  suitable  for  livestock  grazing  in  violation 
of  NEPA,  FLPMA  and  the  Taylor  Grazing  Act. 

B.  The  BLM  fails  to  determine  which  areas  are  "chiefly  valuable"  for  grazing  or  forage 
before  allocating  those  areas  to  grazing  in  violation  of  the  Taylor  Grazing  Act,  FLPMA, 
and  NEPA. 

C.  The  DEIS  does  not  candidly  or  adequately  describe  the  affected  environment.  Neither 
does  it  honestly  discuss  the  causes  of  degraded  conditions.  Without  a  thorough 
discussion  of  the  environment,  neither  the  public  nor  decision  makers  can  evaluate  the 
adequacy  of  the  management  plans. 
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and  sage  grouse,  high  number  of  sensitive  species,  high  shrub  cover,  and  low 
native  grass  and  forb  productivity  that  the  grasslands  and  shrublands  of  the 
planning  area  are  in  poor  condition.  But  this  was  barely  mentioned  in  the 
DEIS  and  not  at  all  discussed  in  a  way  for  the  pubic  to  become  fully  aware  of 
current  problems.  In  addition,  all  environmental  problems  were  attributed  to 
past  heavy  use.  The  extent  of  rangeland  degradation  and  the  lack  of  adequate 
recovery  over  the  6.3  million  acres  of  the  planning  area  strongly  point  to 
current  management  as  being  the  problem.  So  does  the  vast  range  science 
literature  (see  discussions  and  references  in  attached  papers  by  Mack  and 
Thompson  (1982),  Belsky  (1996),  and  other  attached  papers).  The  numbers  of 
acres  reported  for  the  different  vegetation  types  in  Table  2-4  does  not  inform 
those  members  of  the  public  who  are  unfamiliar  with  high  desert  vegetation 
that  a  large  portion  of  these  communities  are  extremely  degraded.  The 
vegetation  types  that  are  obviously  degraded  (that  is,  obvious  to  those  of  us 
familiar  with  these  communities)  are  big  sagebrush/annual  grasslands,  annual 
grasslands,  and  rabbitbrush/annual  grasslands  (Chapt  2,  p.  15).  They  cover 
1 7%  (over  1 ,000.000  acres)  of  the  planning  area.  This  widespread  loss  of 
wildlife  habitat  and  watershed  integrity  should  have  suggested  to  BLM  that 
there  are  severe  environmental  problems  in  the  planning  area.  In  fact,  this 
1 7%  is  only  the  tip  of  the  iceberg.  The  degraded  conditions  over  the  rest  of 
the  planning  area  were  obfuscated  or  completely  left  out  Open  and  closed 
shrub  communities,  as  well  as  big  bunchgrass  and  Poa  sandbergii 
communities,  were  combined  in  Table  2-4,  giving  no  hint  that  most  of  these 
lands  were  in  poor  condition.  Closed  shrub  and  Poa  sandbergii  communities 
represent  degraded  conditions;  open  shrub  and  big  bunchgrass  communities 
represent  healthier  conditions.  By  combining  the  different  communities,  the 
true  status  of  the  rangelands  were  not  disclosed.  The  authors  of  the  DEIS 
clearly  knew  that  the  planning  area  was  in  much  worse  condition  than  stated 
the  following  information: 

•  In  1996  and  1997,  ICBEMP  scientific  assessments  and  the  ICBEMP  DEIS 
reported  that  70%  of  the  rangelands  in  the  Interior  Columbia  Basin 

were  rated  as  having  “low  ecological  integrity”  and  only  5%  were 
rated  as  having  “high  ecological  integrity”.  The  BLM  lands  in  SE 
Oregon  are  included  in  this  assessment. 

•  The  Annual  Rangeland  Report  for  Oregon  and  Washington  for  1 992 
(Table  2,  Range  Condition,  attached)  reported  that  less  than  1%  of 
native  grasslands  and  shrublands  in  eastern  Oregon  were  in  excellent 
condition;  69%  were  in  unsatisfactory  condition. 

•  Finally,  a  BLM  report  by  BLM  biologist  Larry  L.  Walker  in  January  ,  1997 
(Some  Major  Rangeland  Potential  Vegetation  Types  and  the 
Community  Classes  in  the  Interior  Columbia  River  basin  and  Northern 
Great  Basin)  indicates  that  over  the  ICBEMP  planning  area, 
approximately  15%  of  public  rangelands  are  dominated  to  some  extent 
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by  exotic  weeds,  that  native  perennial  grasslands  have  declined  from 
17%  to  3%.  and  that  there  had  been  major  conversions  of  open 
shrublands  to  closed  shrublands. 

There  is  no  excuse  for  the  lack  of  disclosure  of  the  extent  of  rangeland  and 
soil  degradation,  lntormation  for  a  complete  analysis  of  the  planning  area  was 
available  to  the  DEIS  planners.  Of  the  6.3  million  acres  of  rangelands  in  the 
planning  area,  85-90%  have  been  mapped.  The  G1S  Ecological  Site 
Inventories  that  were  started  in  1976  give  the  condition  of  the  vegetation  and 
soils.  The  DEIS  should  not  hide  this  information 

4.  Livestock:  There  is  no  discussion  of  the  dominant  large  herbivores  in  the 
planning  area  -  cattle  and  sheep.  We  are  not  informed  about  the  number  of 
these  animals,  the  AUMs  allocated  to  livestock  in  different  areas,  or  how 
many  livestock  are  currently  grazing  public  lands  compared  to  the  past. 

Finally,  we  are  not  informed  about  the  impacts  on  livestock  on  various  plant 
community  types  or  wildlife  species.  This  information  is  critical  for  informed 
decisions  since  livestock  grazing  and  trampling  are  the  dominant  forces 
degrading  the  shrublands,  grasslands,  streams,  soils,  and  wildlife  of  the 
planning  area  (see  attached  papers  and  comments).  No  where  is  this 
disclosed. 

5.  Noxious  weeds:  Noxious  weeds  are  a  major  threat  to  the  health  and  sustainability 
of  rangelands  in  the  planning  area;  nevertheless,  there  is  no  description  of  the 
extent  of  weed  infestations,  how  fast  they  are  now  spreading,  what  weeds  are 
problematic,  or  the  major  causes  of  their  spread.  The  rapid  spread  of  exotic 
weeds  in  arid  rangelands  has  been  identified  in  the  scientific  literature  as  being 
due  to  (1 )  transportation  of  weed  seeds  into  new  regions  and  then  throughout 

the  landscape,  (2)  loss  of  vigorous  native  species  that  otherwise  outcompete 
the  weeds,  (3)  disturbance  of  the  soil  surface,  creating  a  seed  bed  for  weeds. 

(4)  loss  of  the  microbiotic  crust,  which  prevents  establishment  of  weed  seeds, 
and  (5)  loss  of  soil  mycoirhizae,  which  are  essential  for  growth  and  vigor  of 
native  species,  but  not  exotic  weeds.  There  is  an  extensive  scientific  literature 
concluding  that  cattle  and  sheep  are  the  major  causes  of  weed  introductions, 
loss  of  native  plant  vigor,  and  disturbances  to  the  soil,  microbiotic  crust  and 
mycorrhizae  throughout  the  arid  West  (see  attached  ICBEMP  comments  by 
Joy  Belsky  and  attached  draft  paper.  Livestock  Grazing  is  Primary  Cause  of 
Exotic  Plant  Invasions  in  Rangelands  of  the  Interraountain  West,  by  Jonathan 
L.  Gelbard  and  Joy  Belsky.).  Where  off-highway  vehicle  (OHV)  use  and  off- 
trail  hiking  are  extensive,  they  are  also  major  causes  of  weed  introductions 
and  disturbance  to  the  soils,  microbiotic  crush  and  mycorrhizea.  These  factors 
must  be  discussed  in  the  DEIS. 

6.  Vale  Protect:  Because  the  plan  includes  the  planting  of  non-native  species  such  as 
crested  wheatgrass,  the  DEIS  must  describe  the  costs,  successes,  and  failures 


of  the  Vale  Project.  It  must  also  disclose  the  acreage  that  will  be  planted  to 
non-native  species.  This  enormously  expensive  project  permanently  altered 
the  flora  and  fauna  over  vast  areas  of  BLM  lands.  What  is  being  done  to 
restore  those  lands,  how  will  new  non-native  plantings  differ  from  this  project 
so  that  they  are  less  destructive? 

D,  The  DEIS  contains  few  objective,  numerical  standards  for  management  of  the 
rangelands  and  their  soils. 

NEPA  requires  that  resource  management  plans  inform  the  public  and  decision  makers 
how  the  resources  will  be  managed  in  the  future.  Descriptions  of  these  activities  are 
called  standards.  These  standards  allow  the  publifc  to  determine  whether  the  proposed 
management  activities  are  effective,  equitable,  legal  and  non-destructive. 

Unbelievably,  there  are  no  numerical,  objective  standards  for  the  management  of 
rangelands,  fire,  soils,  and  other  resources  in  the  DEIS.  BLM  personnel  have  identified 
five  sections  in  the  DEIS  that  they  say  present  the  standards:  (I)  Management  Directives 
in  Table  3-1;  (2)  Detailed  Descriptions  of  Management  Directives  in  Chapter  3;  (3)  Best 
Management  Practices  in  Appendix  O;  (4)  Standards  for  Rangeland  Health  and 
Guidelines  for  Grazing  Management, ...  in  Appendix  Q;  and  (S)  Effects  of  Intensity  and 
Season  of  Grazing  in  Appendix  R.  None  of  these  sections  contain  numerical,  descriptive 
standards.  The  following  are  a  few  typical  “standards”  from  these  sections: 

1.  The  Management  Directives  given  in  Table  3-1  (Chapt.  3,  p.  10-50)  do  not 
include  objective,  numerical  standards. 

•  Fire:  Stating  that  BLM  will  “provide  an  Appropriate  Management  Response 
on  all  wildfires'’  is  not  a  standard.  BLM  managers  and  scientists  have 

been  working  on  this  DEIS  since  1995.  During  that  time,  they  could  have 
figured  out  Appropriate  Management  Responses  for  different  vegetation 
types,  seasons,  and  management  areas  instead  of  making  the  public  guess 
what  they  might  do. 

•  Rangeland  vegetation:  Stating  that  BLM  will  “maintain  or  restore  natural 
values  while  providing  for  forage  production”  (Chapt.  3,  p.  16)  is  neither  a 
standard  nor  a  directive.  It  tells  us  nothing  on  how  the  public  lands  will  be 
managed.  Most  of  the  other  directives,  such  as  “  Manage  big  sagebrush 
habitat  to  emphasize  plant  and  animal  community  health  at  the  landscape 
level”,  also  fail  to  inform  us  how  the  land  will  be  managed.  Some 
directives  are  more  descriptive  and  are  closer  to  real  standards,  such  as 
“Rest  burned  areas  for  one  full  year  and  through  a  second  growing  season, 
at  a  minimum,  or  until  monitoring  data  indicate  that  desired  vegetation  has 
recovered  to  levels  that  are  adequate  to  support  and  protect  upland 
functions.”  This  standard  shows  that  the  authors  of  the  DEIS  can  write 
numerical  standards  when  they  want  to.  The  DEIS  needs  to  describe 
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management  activities,  where  they  will  be  carried  out,  the  acreage  to  be 
treated,  and  what  will  occur  if  the  objectives  are  not  met. 

•  Jumper  management:  Stating  that  BLM  will  “design  treatments  to  enhance 
resource  values  and  maintain  commodity  production  by  emphasizing 
treatments  in  riparian/wetland,  etc.”  is  not  a  standard.  These  treatments 
should  have  been  designed  before  the  DEIS  was  issued  so  that  the  public 
could  be  adequately  informed.  Since  current  livestock  grazing  is  the  major 
cause  of  the  continued  spread  of  juniper  (see  attached  paper  by  Belsky 
(1996)),  changes  in  livestock  grazing  must  be  included. 

•  Water  resources  and  riparian/wetland  areas:  Statements  such  as  “Consider 
uses  and  activities  occurring  in  surface  waters  and  their  entire  associated 
watershed,  etc.”  are  neither  standards  nor  directives. 

•  Wildlife  and  wildlife  habitat:  Statements  such  as  “Emphasize  habitat 
management  that  highlights  the  requirements  of  communities  of  game  and 
non-game  birds”  are  not  standards. 

2-  The  “detailed  descriptions  of  management  directives”  given  for  each  alternative  in 
Chapt.  3,  p.  51-228,  also  provide  no  objective,  numerical  standards.  A  few 
examples  from  this  section  are  given  below: 

•  Rangeland  vegetation:  “Upland  native  rangeland  communities  would  be 
managed  to  attain  a  trend  toward  desired  future  range  of  conditions 
(DRFC)  based  on  management  objectives  and  site  potential”.  This  so- 
called  descriptions  does  not  even  hint  at  management  activities.  None  of 
the  other  descriptions  are  any  more  informative. 

•  Weed  management:  Statements  such  as  “The  distribution  and  density  of 
noxious  weeds  would  be  reduced  through  the  application  of  approved 
control  methods  in  an  integrated  program,  etc.”  fails  to  inform  the  public 
what  actions  will  be  taken  to  control  the  weeds. 

•  Juniper:  Statements  such  as  “Juniper  management  would  be  implemented  to 
maintain  commodity  production  and  enhance  resource  values”  give  not  a 
hint  of  how  juniper  will  be  managed.  Will  they  be  logged,  logged  and  left 
in  place,  logged  and  branches  lopped,  burned,  grazed,  etc.?  Over  what 
acreage? 

•  Wildlife  and  wildlife  habitat:  The  “detailed  description”  of  proposed  wildlife 
management  was  “to  manage  for  desired  future  habitat  conditions  that 
emphasize  structure,  forage,  or  other  riparian  habitat  elements  important 

to  game  and  nongame  species  of  wildlife”.  This  contains  no  management 
information. 

3.  The  section  entitled  Best  Management  Practices  (Appendix  O,  p.  371)  was 
referred  to  as  management  directives,  but  the)’  also  provide  no  objective, 
numerical  standards  for  most  management  activities.  They  do  suggest  good 
management  practices  for  road  design  and  maintenance,  but  contain  no 


directives  for  livestock  grazing  management,  weed  control,  or  other  issues. 

For  example: 

•  Livestock  grazing  management:  This  section  only  refers  to  the  use  of  adaptive 
management  to  reduce  resource  management  conflicts  and  achieve 
multiple  use  management  objectives  (see  analysis  of  adaptive  management 
below).  There  is  no  description  of  proposed  management  activities. 

•  Noxious  weed  management:  This  section  suggests  a  few  minor  actions,  such 
as  contractors  who  move  large  equipment  should  clean  their  equipment 
before  and  after  use  on  public  land,  and  ranchers  should  consider  the 
possibility  of  quarantining  their  livestock  after  use  of  weed  infested  areas. 

These  BMPs  are  voluntary,  will  be  ignored,  and  do  nothing  to  stop  the 
movement  .of  weed  seeds,  damage  to  native  grasses,  disturbances  to  the 

soil  surface,  and  disturbance  of  microbiotic  crusts  and  soil  mycorrhizae 
throughout  rangelands.  Without  limiting  the  major  factors  disturbing  soils 
and  carrying  seeds  into  rangelands,  these  BMPs  are  totally  ineffective. 

4^  The  section.  Standards  for  Rangeland  Health  and  Guidelines  for  Livestock 
Grazing  Management  for  Public  Lands  in  Oregon  and  Washington  (Appendix 
Q,  p.  389),  also  provides  no  objective,  numerical  standards.  This  document 
was  prepared  by  Oregon  and  Washington  Resource  Advisory  Councils 
(RACs),  but  it  contains  no  clear  standards  or  management  directions  to  guide 
BLM  personnel  on  land  and  resource  management.  BLM  retains  its 
responsibility  of  carrying  out  statutory  responsibilities  such  as  NEPA  and  the 
Taylor  Grazing  Act.  Major  problems  with  this  section  are  as  follows: 

•  Most  of  the  document  reads  like  a  summary  of  an  introductory  range  science 
text  book  and  the  objectives  (not  the  standards)  of  every  rangeland 
management  plan  that  has  ever  been  written.  For  example,  the  text  states 
that  “standards  that  address  the  physical  components  of  rangeland 
ecosystems  [must]  focus  on  the  roles  and  interactions  of  geology  and 
landform,  soil,  climate,  and  water  as  they  govern  watershed  function  and 
soil  stability”.  Someone  should  have  explained  the  definition  of  ‘standard’ 
to  the  RACs!  A  few  typical  so-called  standards  follow: 

5)  Standard  1 :  Watershed  Function  -  Uplands:  this  standard  states  that 
upland  soils  (mustj  exhibit  infiltration  and  permeability  rates,  moisture 
storage  and  stability  that  are  appropriate  to  soil,  climate,  and  landform. 

This  is  a  nice  objective,  but  it  is  not  a  standard.  Calling  this  a  standard 
is  especially  perfidious  since  none  of  these  variables  is  known  for  any 
of  the  soils,  climates,  and  landforms  in  eastern  Oregon.  It  is  a  good 
way  to  avoid  any  management  since  managers  will  never  be  able  to 
determine  appropriate  rates  and  characteristics  under  all  edaphic  and 
climatic  conditions.  A  true  standard  would  have  to  give  an  infiltration 
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rate  in  mm/sec  (±  SD)  for  all  major  soil  types  on  all  major  landforms. 

It  will  take  BLM  years  to  establish  appropriate  infiltration  and 
permeability  rates,  moisture  storage,  and  stability  for  every  vegetation 
and  edaphic  type.  If  the  BLM  has  any  intention  of  carrying  this 
standard  out,  they  need  to  inform  us  how  they  will  do  it. 

7)  Standard  2:  Watershed  Function  -  Riparian/Wetland  Areas:  this  states  that 
riparian/wetland  areas  must  be  in  properly  functioning  condition 
appropriate  to  soil,  climate,  and  landform.  As  above,  this  is  not  a 
standard.  It  is  an  objective.  However,  it  is  meaningless  since  we  do 

not  know  what  is  the  properly  functioning  condition  appropriate  to 
every  combination  of  soils,  climate,  and  landforms  in  the  planning 
area.  If  the  authors  of  the  DEIS  already  know,  than  they  are  remiss  in 
not  presenting  the  information. 

8)  Standard  3:  Ecological  Processes:  this  states  that  healthy,  productive,  and 
diverse  plant  and  animal  populations  and  communities  appropriate  to 
soil,  climate,  and  landform  are  supported  by  ecological  processes  of 
nutrient  cycling,  energy  flow,  and  the  hydrologic  cycle.  This  is  also 

not  a  standard.  It  is  nice  that  the  RAC  members  got  an  high  school 
level  introduction  to  range  science,  but  they  were  supposed  to  be 
designing  standards,  not  parroting  old  paradigms.  Someone  should  be 
sued  for  wasting  the  time  of  the  RAC  members  and  the  federal  and 
state  officials  who  were  paid  to  be  there. 

•  The  RAC  established  “potential  indicators”  for  each  standard,  but  they  are 
not  true  indicators.  They  are  general  characteristics  of  the  habitat. 

Amount  and  distribution  of  plant  litter  and  plant  cover,  soil  organic 
matter,  and  thickness  of  the  “A"  horizon  are  characteristics  of  all  plant 
communities  and  soils.  They  are  not  indicators  of  anything.  Similarly, 
water  temperature,  dissolved  oxygen,  and  turbidity  are  characteristics  of 
all  water  bodies.  A  nose  is  a  characteristic  of  a  human.  A  red  nose  is  an 
indicator  of  ill  health. 

•  The  Standards  for  Rangeland  Health,  etc.,  established  by  the  RACs  were  also 
rendered  meaningless  by  the  insistence  that  all  parts  of  the  landscape  be 
managed  with  site  heterogeneity  in  mind.  Soils,  plant  communities,  and 
streams  differ  with  soils,  climates  and  landforms.  The  edaphic  and  biotic 
communities  are  so  diverse  that  nearly  every  square  meter  of  the  6.3 
million  acres  of  the  planning  area  differ  from  every  other  square  meter. 

If  each  meter,  or  acre,  has  to  be  managed  differently,  as  suggested  by  the 
RACs,  tens  or  hundreds  of  thousands  of  management  directives  must  be 
determined.  This  will  never  happen.  The  DEIS  effectively  prevents  any 
meaningful  management  since  the  proper  functioning  conditions  for  each 
combination  of  soil,  climate,  vegetation,  and  landform  will  never  be 
known. 

•  Even  the  guidelines  for  livestock  grazing  management  in  the  Standards  for 
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adequate  monitoring  program  now.  It  is  also  easy  to  conclude  that  BLM 
managers  in  the  three  resource  areas  wouldn’t  know  how  to  put  one  together. 

4.  In  the  past,  funds  for  monitoring  were  often  the  first  item  to  be  eliminated  from 
BLM  budgets.  Instead  of  halting  all  potentially  damaging  actions  when 
monitoring  funds  were  withheld,  BLM  continued  with  the  activities.  This 
gives  the  public  little  confidence  that  BLM  managers  are  committed  to 
monitoring  and  to  stopping  harmful  activities. 

According  to  US  Forest  Service  scientist,  Bruce  Marcot  (draft  book  chapter,  attached), 
adaptive  management  has  seldom  been  applied  successfully  or  fully.  He  describes  the 
following  problems  with  adaptive  management: 

(a)  Administrators  seldom  have  the  political  will  or  explicit  procedures  for  accepting 
new  knowledge  or  for  changing  management  activities; 

(b)  Managers  are  more  concerned  with  the  status  of  their  careers  than  with  the  status 
of  the  land; 

(c)  Management  options  disappear  before  monitoring  shows  that  a  species  has  gone 
extinct  or  land  has  been  degraded  beyond  repair; 

(d)  Indicator  variables  cannot  be  readily  identified  or  measured, 

(e)  Monitoring  may  be  so  complex  and  costly  that  it  cannot  be  completed  with 
adequate  sample  sizes  and  intensity  of  study;  and 

(f)  Objectives  and  expected  effects  are  not  clearly  articulated  and  quantified. 

There  is  nothing  in  the  DEIS  suggesting  that  these  problems  will  not  hamstring  attempts 
at  adaptive  management  in  the  planning  region.  (We  are  attaching  selected  references  on 
adaptive  management.) 

In  a  discussion  of  adaptive  management  by  Noss,  et  al.  (Noss,  F.R.,  M.A.  O’Connell,  and 

D.  D.  Murphy,  1997.  The  Science  of  Conservation  Planning.  Island  Press,  Washington 
D.C.),  the  authors  concluded  that  “relatively  few  plans  of  any  kind  have  well-developed 
and  statistically  valid  monitoring  programs.  In  few  cases  has  monitoring  been 
implemented  adequately.  In  many  cases  recovery  plans  either  lack  monitoring  programs 
altogether  or  have  extremely  vague  requirements  for  how  plans  should  be  modified  on  the 
basis  of  data  derived  from  monitoring.  “Under  these  circumstances  learning  from 
experience  in  any  rigorous  way  is  impossible”  (p.  134). 

Adaptive  management  is  effective  but  complex  and  expensive.  It  has  to  be  well  designed 
to  withstand  legal  challenge.  We  are  attaching  an  example  of  an  adaptive  management 
approach  to  establishing  instream  flows  for  spring  chinook  spawning.  The  DEIS  has  to 
include  such  detailed  descriptions  of  how  they  plan  to  implement  adaptive  management 
to  protect  every  resource  in  the  planning  area.  The  heterogeneity  that  the  DEIS  demands 
be  attended  to  will  make  this  implementation  very  difficult. 

We  fear  that  the  loose  description  of  adaptive  management  in  a  plan  that  presents  no 
standards,  no  description  of  monitoring  activities,  no  time-line,  and  no  requirement  that 


Rangeland  Health  are  diffuse  and  only  restatements  of  the  objectives. 

Stating  that  management  should  not  increase  and  spread  noxious  weeds 
is  not  giving  a  directive  that  managers  can  follow;  neither  is  telling 
managers  to  maintain  or  restore  plant  communities  to  promote 
photosynthesis  throughout  the  potential  growing  season. 

5.  The  section.  Effects  of  Intensity  and  Season  of  Grazing  (Appendix  R,  p.  403-413), 
also  presents  no  standards  that  guide  managers  or  inform  the  public  of  actual 
management  activities.  It  is  once  again  a  nice  summary  of  a  chapter  on 
grazing  systems  in  an  introductory'  range  science.  But  it  doesn’t  inform  us 
which  of  these  systems  will  be  used  or  what  will  happen  if  the  method  doesn’t 
improve  key  characteristics  (which  are  not  defined). 

E.  Adaptive  Management  is  poorly  described  and  designed  for  failure. 

The  Plan  frequently  refers  to  adaptive  management  as  the  way  most  of  the  6.3  million 
acres  will  be  managed  (Chapt.  3,  p.4-5;  p.96).  Although  the  concept  of  adaptive 
management  is  well  accepted  because  it  provides  flexibility  and  allows  management  to 
change  as  new  information  is  discovered,  it  cannot,  as  in  this  Plan,  be  substituted  for  real 
descriptions  of  management  activities.  The  authors  of  the  DEIS  are  avoiding  writing  true 
standards  by  saying  that  management  will  be  changed  if  monitoring  indicates  it 
necessary. 

Adaptive  management  requires  that  well  developed  and  statistically  valid  monitoring 
programs  be  in  place  to  identify'  the  positive  and  negative  effects  of  management.  This 
requires  that  initial  conditions  be  known  and  quantified;  that  a  sufficient  number  of 
samples  be  taken  to  identify  significant  changes;  that  the  results  of  different  management 
activities  be  compared;  that  a  reasonable  time-line  be  established  so  that  management 
can  be  changed  before  the  resource  degrades;  that  the  data  be  evaluated  in  a  timely 
fashion;  and  that  management  be  changed  when  indicated. 

The  DEIS  doesn’t  provide  for  any  of  these  actions.  It  simply  says  that  resources  will  be 
monitored  and  changed.  There  are  plenty  of  reasons  for  the  public  to  be  skeptical. 

1 .  BLM  has  a  long  history  of  not  doing  required  monitoring  studies.  In  1992,  the 
General  Accounting  Office  (GAO)  issued  a  report  (GAO/RCED-92-5 1 )  on 
rangeland  management  finding  that  Interior’s  monitoring  program  had  fallen 
short  of  agency  requirements  (see  attached  Executive  Summary).  It  found  that 
required  monitoring  was  not  occurring  on  most  grazing  allotments;  that  BLM 
was  not  making  decisions  with  the  available  monitoring  data;  and  that  grazing 
decisions  were  often  not  adequately  documented.  Insufficient  funds  and  staff 
for  time-consuming  monitoring  were  the  reasons  given  for  the  failure  of 
BLM’s  monitoring  programs. 

2.  The  DEIS  provides  no  monitoring  data  to  support  any  of  its  assertions  in  the 
document.  It  is  easy  to  conclude  they  have  no  well  designed,  statistically 
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management  be  changed  is  just  a  crude  attempt  by  BLM  to  guarantee  that  they  can 
continue  with  current  activities.  There  is  nothing  in  the  Plan  that  can  assure  us  otherwise. 

We  ask  that  all  harmful  activities,  such  as  livestock  grazing,  OHV  use,  spring 
development,  etc.  be  stopped  until  meaningful  monitoring  programs  are  in  place.  If  there 
is  no  monitoring  using  a  credible,  statistically  reliable  design,  than  activities  harmful  to 
the  environment  have  to  stop. 

F.  Conclusions  and  statements  in  DEIS  are  not  supported  by  the  best  available  science. 

1.  Livestock  grazing  ff  T.  Statements  in  the  DEIS  finding  current  livestock  activities 
to  have  led  to  the  healing  of  the  environment  are  not  only  unsupported  with 

any  kind  of  monitoring  data  or  peer-reviewed  papers,  hut  they  are  rebutted  by 
a  large  scientific  literature.  Although  it  is  true  that  some  livestock 
management  activities  are  less  harmful  than  others,  only  the  complete 
elimination  of  livestock  grazing  can  allow  resources  to  fully  recover  (Belsky. 
Matzke,  and  Uselman  1999.  attached). 

2.  Livestock  grazing  #2:  The  preferred  alternative,  as  well  as  most  of  the  other 
alternatives,  does  not  include  a  reduction  of  livestock;  still,  the  DEIS 
concludes  that  all  rangelands,  soils,  and  environmental  problems  will  improve. 
There  is  no  evidence  given  for  these  assertions.  In  fact,  most  range  scientists 
conclude  that  streams  and  riparian  zones  must  be  rested  for  2-15  years  before 
they  can  begin  to  improve  (Belsky,  Matzke,  and  Uselman  (1999),  attached). 
Management  schemes  suggested  in  the  DEIS  such  as  altered  season  of  use, 
deferred  grazing,  rest-rotation,  etc.  have  not  been  successful  at  restoring 
damaged  rangeland  ecosystems  without  reductions  of  livestock  (sec  attached 
comments  on  ICBEMP  by  Joy  Belsky  for  detailed  discussion  of  the  problems 
with  different  grazing  systems,  season  of  use,  etc.  and  references). 

3 .  Wildlife:  The  DEIS  say  that  “elk  have  been  shown  to  prefer  areas  that  sustain 
periodic  livestock  grazing  to  those  that  receive  no  livestock  use  over  a  long 
period  of  time”.  This  statement  cannot  be  substantiated  by  recent  peer 
reviewed  research,  which  shows  that  (1)  elk  avoid  cattle;  and  (2)  cattle  reduce 
the  amount  of  available  forage  by  up  to  90%.  Elk  may  prefer  less  fibrous 
grasses  after  they  have  resprouted  following  livestock  grazing,  but  this  grazing 
is  harmful  to  the  grasses  (see  attached  paper  by  Painter  and  Belsky  (1993)  and 
there  is  significantly  less  food  for  the  elk. 

4.  Weed  spread:  The  DEIS  states  that  integrated  weed  management  action  would 
slow  the  spread  of  established  stands  of  noxious  weeds  and  reduce  the 
establishment  of  infestations.  This  statement  isn’t  supported  by  the  literature 
(see  attached  paper  by  Gelbard  and  Belsky).  Only  reduction  or  removal  of 
disturbances  will  reduce  the  spread  of  weeds. 

G.  The  DEIS  doesn’t  analyze  cumulative  effects. 

The  cumulative  affects  of  livestock  grazing,  extensive  OHV  use,  increased  recreation. 
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prescribed  burning,  etc.  must  be  analyzed  to  determine  cumulative  effects  of  proposed 
management. 

H.  The  costs  and  benefits  of  the  different  management  alternatives  have  not  been 
analyzed. 

Continued  high  levels  of  grazing  carries  a  financial  cost  to  the  public.  These  must  be 
presented.  The  number  of  jobs  created  by  different  uses  of  the  land,  i.e.  grazing  vs. 
recreation,  must  be  presented. 

I.  Proposed  management  will  increase  weed  infestations. 

The  new  White  House  Executive  Order  on  Invasive  Species  (Feb.  3,  1 999,  attached) 
states  that  a  Federal  agency  cannot  carry  out  actions  that  it  believes  are  likely  to  cause  or 
promote  the  introduction  or  spread  of  invasive  species  in  the  United  States  or  elsewhere 
unless,  pursuant  to  the  guidelines  that  it  has  prescribed,  the  agency  has  determined  and 
made  public  its  determination  that  the  benefits  of  such  actions  clearly  outweigh  the 
potential  harm  caused  by  invasive  species, ...  (Section  2,  (3).)  Federal  agencies  must 
also  (I)  prevent  the  introduction  of  invasive  species;  (ii)  detect  and  respond  rapidly  to  and 
control  populations  of  such  species  in  a  cost-effective  and  environmental  sound  manner; 
(■ii)  monitor  invasive  species  populations  accurately  and  reliably,  (iv)  provide  for 
restoration  of  native  species  and  habitat  conditions  in  ecosystems  that  have  been  invaded; 
etc.  (Section  2,  (2)). 

None  of  the  alternatives  in  the  DEIS  are  in  compliance  with  this  new  act.  By  maintaining 
high  levels  of  livestock  grazing  and  OHV  use  over  nearly  the  entire  planning  area,  BLM 
is  promoting  the  introduction  of  weeds;  disturbance  to  soils,  microbiotic  crust,  and 
mycorrhizae;  and  preventing  the  recovery  to  the  soils  and  native  plants  necessary  to  halt 
this  spread  (see  Gelbard  and  Belsky  (draft)  and  Comments  on  1CBEMP  by  Joy  Belsky). 

J.  The  DEIS  has  one  main  purpose:  to  continue  and  facilitate  livestock  grazing  on  6.3 
million  acres  of  public  land. 

The  strong  bias  towards  the  livestock  industry'  over  all  other  uses  and  resource  values  are 
evident: 

1 .  There  seems  to  be  a  concentrated  effort  in  the  DEIS  to  hide  this  bias.  In  the 
summary  comparison  of  Draft  SEORMP/EIS  alternatives  (Table  S-l,  p.  xv), 
livestock  grazing  was  the  only  resource  use  not  presented.  Neither  is  the  total 
number  of  AUMs  in  each  alternative  given  anywhere  In  fact,  there  were  no 
changes  in  grazing  intensity  proposed  for  any  of  the  alternatives  except 
Alternative  E,  which  is  a  sham  alternative  designed  to  be  rejected. 

2.  The  environmental  impacts  of  grazing  were  never  disclosed  (see  above). 

3.  In  spite  of  the  documented  degradation  by  current  levels  of  livestock  grazing  in 
the  planning  area,  the  only  change  in  grazing  in  alternatives  A-D  was  to 


increase  livestock  grazing  by  authorizing  temporary  nonrenewable  grazing  in 
areas  not  currently  grazed. 

5.  Evaluation  of  the  different  alternatives  (Chapter  4)  states  that  livestock 
management  in  Alternative  C  will  result  in  increased  forage,  with  presents  no 
evidence. 

6.  The  DEIS  says  that  current  grazing  levels  will  continue,  even  though  they  are 
causing  significant  environmental  degradation. 

7.  All  activities,  such  as  reducing  juniper  woodlands,  burning  shrublands, 
developing  springs,  etc.,  are  designed  for  one  purpose:  to  increase  forage  for 
and  sheep.  All  other  species,  including  sensitive  plant  and  animal  species, 
would  do  much  better  without  the  livestock.  In  spite  of  this,  less  than  1%  of 
the  land  base  has  been  withdrawn  from  grazing. 

8.  In  rtjost  of  the  large  allotments,  95-99%  of  the  available  forage  is  set  aside  for 
livestock. 

This  isn’t  multiple  use;  it  is  livestock  management. 

K.  Recommendations  for  a  true  conservation  alternative: 

1 .  All  rangelands  in  poor  or  fair  condition  shall  be  withdrawn  from  livestock  grazing 
until  they  have  developed  an  adequate  herbaceous  layer  and  a  healthy 
microbiotic  crust. 

2.  All  rangelands  in  excellent  condition  shall  be  permanently  withdrawn  from 
livestock  grazing  to  allow  baseline  conditions  to  be  studied  and  to  act  as  a 
genetic  reservoir  of  native  species  that  are  necessary  for  future  reintroductions 
into  degraded  rangelands  of  the  region. 

3.  All  Temporary  Non-Renewable  permits  shall  be  permanently  withdrawn. 

4.  Rangelands  shall  only  be  replanted  with  native  species. 

5.  Livestock  grazing  shall  be  terminated  or  otherwise  reduced  unless  it  can  be  shown 
that  grazing  does  not  cause  the  destruction  of  cryptobiotic  crust  or  retard  the 
restoration  of  cryptobiotic  crust. 

6.  Livestock  grazing  shall  be  terminated  or  otherwise  reduced  unless  it  can  be  shown 
that  grazing  does  not  cause  or  contribute  to  the  spread  of  invasive  weeds. 

7.  Whenever  adequate  monitoring  is  not  carried  out,  or  evaluation  of  the  monitonng 
cannot  take  place  within  a  year  of  data  collection,  or  managers  are  unwilling 

to  change  management  directions  based  on  these  data,  then  livestock  grazing 
must  be  immediately  terminated. 

8.  Fires  shall  not  be  fought  in  WSAs  or  special  management  areas. 

9.  Prescribed  burning  shall  occur  in  the  summer,  when  wildfires  normally  occur. 

10.  Bulldozers  and  other  large  equipment  that  has  the  ability  to  disturb  the  soil  and 
cause  new  invasions  of  weeds  shall  be  avoided  during  fire  fighting  unless 
property  or  human  lives  are  at  stake, 

1 1 .  Burned  areas  must  be  rested  from  livestock  grazing  and  other  activities  for  at  least 
1 0  years  following  a  fire. 

12.  Livestock  grazing  will  be  allowed  only  where  it  has  been  found  to  be  suitable  and 
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the  lands  chiefly  valuable  for  livestock  grazing. 

14.  No  grazing  shall  be  allowed  in  Special  Recreation  Management  Areas. 

15.  True  standards  having  a  definite  time  line  shall  be  incorporated  The  following 
are  examples  of  simple  but  numerical  standards  that  must  be  included  in  a 
conservation  alternative: 

Upland  Rangeland  Community  Standards  (derived  from  Desired  Range  of 
Future  Conditions  for  Alternative  4, 1CBEMP  DEIS,  Chapter  3,  pp.  29-35) 

In  dry  grass  potential  vegetation  group.  60-80%  of  the  area  is  dominated  by 
large  native  perennial  bunchgrasses  and  forbs  without  conifer  and  shrub 
encroachment.  (See  "meeting  standard”  below.) 

In  dry'  shrub  potential  vegetation  group,  50-70%  of  the  area  in  this  group  is 
dominated  by  large  native  perennial  bunchgrasses  and  forbs  with  an  open 
shrub  canopy;  10-25%  is  dominated  by  native  bunchgrass  and  forb 
communities  without  shrubs.  (See  “meeting  standard”  below.) 

In  cool  shrub  potential  vegetation  group,  60-80%  of  the  area  is  dominated 
by  large  native  perennial  bunchgrasses  and  forbs  with  an  open  shrub  canopy; 
15-40%  contains  mixtures  of  perennial  bunchgrasses  and  forbs  without 
shrubs.  (See  "meeting  standard"  below.) 

Meeting  standard:  If  community  or  allotment  is  meeting  standard, 

continue  present  management.  If  not  meeting  standard,  determine  if  adequate 
progress  is  being  made  toward  meeting  the  standard.  “Adequate”  progress  is 
defined  as  progress  that  is  detectable  at  a  statistical  significance  level  of 
P<0. 1 5.  If  progress  is  not  adequate,  adjust  grazing  management  (see 
'substandards”,  below). 

Substandards: 

If  progress  towards  standards  is  not  adequate,  grazing  during  grass-stem 
elongation  (boot  to  flower)  should  occur  no  more  frequendy  than  once  out  of 
any  three  consecutive  years  and  utilization  should  not  exceed  30%  at  any  time. 
If  these  criteria  do  not  lead  to  improvement  within  five  years,  than  grazing 
during  stem  elongation  will  be  eliminated.  If  there  is  still  no  progress  (within 
three  years),  than  area  shall  be  closed  to  grazing. 

Standards  during  Droughts: 

If  water-year  precipitation  falls  to  <70%  of  average  annual  precipitation  by 
start  of,  or  during,  authorized  period  of  grazing,  then  area  will  be  closed  to 
grazing. 
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If  water-year  precipitation  falls  to  <85%  average  for  three  consecutive  years,' 
then  area  will  be  closed  to  grazing. 


Riparian  Community  Standards  (the  following  are  derived  from  OR,  WA, 
and  ID  s  criteria  used  for  listing  waterbodies  as  water  quality  limited  (303(d)) 
and  CRITFC  Technical  Report  94-4,  Dec.  1994,  by  J.J.  Rhodes,  D.A 
McCullough,  and  F.A.  Espinosa,  Jr.  For  greater  explanation  of  the  following 
standards,  see  Rhodes,  et  al.  1994.) 

Standard  #1:  Surface  fine  sediment  levels  must  on  average  be  <  20%, 
sediment  delivery  must  average  <20%  over  natural,  and  cobble  embeddedness 
must  average  <30%;  90%  of  streambanks  must  be  stable;  temperatures  must 
be  <64°F  (<S6*F  during  times  of  salmon  spawning  and  fry  emergence);  and 
existing  state  and  federal  water  quality  standards  for  toxics,  turbidity, 
nutrients,  dissolved  oxygen,  and  other  parameters  mist  be  met. 

Meeting  standard.  If  stream  is  meeting  standards,  continue  present 
management.  If  not  meeting  standards,  on-going  activities  that  cause  the 
problems  will  be  suspended  and  no  new  activities  initiated  until  conditions 
meet  standards  or  a  statistically  significant  (p<0.1 0)  improving  trend  over  at 
least  5  years  is  documented  through  monitoring  and  total  sediment  delivery 
from  anthropogenic  sources  is  <20%  over  natural. 

Standard  #2:  Livestock  will  be  restricted  from  access  to  spawning  reaches 
during  and  after  the  spawning  season. 

Standard  43:  Grazing  will  be  eliminated  from  environments  where  it  is 
clearly  incompatible  with  protection  of  aquatic  resources.  (For  example, 
grazing  in  wet  meadows  with  fine-grained,  non-cohesive  soils  and  little 
woody  bank  vegetation  aLmost  always  leads  to  stream  damage.) 

Standard  #4:  After  degraded  conditions  have  improved  to  the  standards 
discussed  in  Standard  #1  above,  grazing  must  be  tightly  controlled  and 
closely  monitored.  If  monitoring  show  that  conditions  are  beginning  to 
deteriorate  (at  a  significance  level  of  p<0.4),  than  grazing  must  be  reduced  or 
eliminated.  (See  Rhodes,  et  aJ.  1994  for  discussion  of  significance  levels.) 

IV.  Water  Resources  and  Kiparian/Wetland  Areas 

There  are  35  water  quality  limited  stream  segments  within  the  SEORMP's  planning  area. 
Nineteen  of  these  streams  fail  to  meet  water  quality  standards  along  their  entire  length 
(mouth  to  headwaters).  In  almost  every  one  of  these  streams  or  stream  segments. 
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If  water-year  precipitation  falls  to  <85%  average  for  three  consecutive  years, 
then  area  will  be  closed  to  grazing. 


Riparian  Community  Standards  (the  following  are  derived  from  OR,  WA, 
and  ID’s  criteria  used  for  listing  waterbodies  as  water  quality  limited  (303(d)) 
and  CRITFC  Technical  Report  94-4,  Dec.  1994,  by  J.J.  Rhodes,  D.A. 
McCullough,  and  F.A.  Espinosa,  Jr.  For  greater  explanation  of  the  following 
standards,  see  Rhodes,  et  al.  1994.) 

Standard  #1 :  Surface  fine  sediment  levels  must  on  average  be  <  20%, 
sediment  delivery  must  average  <20%  over  natural,  and  cobble  embeddedness 
must  average  <30%;  90%  of  streambanks  must  be  stable;  temperatures  must 
be  <64°F  (<56  °F  during  times  of  salmon  spawning  and  fry  emergence);  and 
existing  state  and  federal  water  quality  standards  for  toxics,  turbidity, 
nutrients,  dissolved  oxygen,  and  other  parameters  mist  be  met. 

Meeting  standard.  If  stream  is  meeting  standards,  continue  present 
management.  If  not  meeting  standards,  on-going  activities  that  cause  the 
problems  will  be  suspended  and  no  new  activities  initiated  until  conditions 
meet  standards  or  a  statistically  significant  (p<0.10)  improving  trend  over  at 
least  5  years  is  documented  through  monitoring  and  total  sediment  delivery 
from  anthropogenic  sources  is  <20%  over  natural. 

Standard  #2:  Livestock  will  be  restricted  from  access  to  spawning  reaches 
during  and  after  the  spawning  season. 

Standard  #3:  Grazing  will  be  eliminated  from  environments  where  it  is 
clearly  incompatible  with  protection  of  aquatic  resources.  (For  example, 
grazing  in  wet  meadows  with  fine-grained,  non-cohesive  soils  and  little 
woody  bank  vegetation  almost  always  leads  to  stream  damage.) 

Standard  #4:  After  degraded  conditions  have  improved  to  the  standards 
discussed  in  Standard  #1  above,  grazing  must  be  tightly  controlled  and 
closely  monitored.  If  monitoring  show  that  conditions  are  beginning  to 
deteriorate  (at  a  significance  level  of  p<0.4),  than  grazing  must  be  reduced  or 
eliminated.  (See  Rhodes,  et  al.  1994  for  discussion  of  significance  levels.) 

IV.  Water  Resources  and  Riparian/Wetland  Areas 

There  are  35  water  quality  limited  stream  segments  within  the  SEORMP's  planning  area. 
Nineteen  of  these  streams  fail  to  meet  water  quality  standards  along  their  entire  length 
(mouth  to  headwaters).  In  almost  every  one  of  these  streams  or  stream  segments. 
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would  be  met.  Short-term  impacts  may  result  from  several  surface-disturbing 
management  activities,  but  most  of  these  impacts  could  be  minimized  or  eliminated 
through  mitigation."  The  fact  that  this  "environmental  impact  statement"  makes  no  effort 
to  analyze,  let  alone  describe,  what  these  surface -disturbing  activities  might  consist  of,  is 
alarming.  Even  more  distressing  to  us  is  the  SEORMP's  flip  and  casual  reference  to 
mitigation  of  aquatic  habitat  disturbances.  The  SEORMP  fails  completely  in  its  efforts  to 
adequately  assess  the  plan's  impacts  on  fish  habitat,  and  what,  if  anything,  the  BLM  plans 
to  do  to  prevent  the  demise  of  native  fish  populations  throughout  the  planning  area. 

We  would  like  to  see  concrete  evidence  of  how  the  BLM  intends  to  recover  at-risk  fish 
populations  and  how  the  agency  plans  to  prevent  the  demise  of  currently  healthy 
populations.  Vague  allusions  to  mitigation  and  proper  management  are  wholly 
inadequate. 

VI.  Catlow  Conservation  Agreement 

The  Catlow  Conservation  Agreement  management  direction  explained  in  Appendix  T  is 
nothing  more  than  an  attempt  to  satisfy  NEPA  obligations  post  facto  because  the  BLM 
has  already  signed  the  Conservation  Agreement.  Moreover,  the  public  is  not  properly  on 
notice  that  the  scope  of  the  RMP  would  include  a  detailed  decision  on  where  to  build  a 
particular  fence.  Finally,  the  BLM  already  has  decided  to  build  the  Lauserica  fence  and 
Stephens  Fence  extension  (EA-OR-026-98-033).  rendering  the  NEPA  discussion  in  this 
DEIS  a  thinly  veiled  attempt  to  cure  the  failure  to  comply  with  NEPA  prior  to  making  its 
final  decision. 

VII.  Wildlife  Habitat  and  Special  Status  Animal  Species 

The  SEORMP  fails  to  meet  agency  and  Endangered  Species  Act  objectives  for  Special 
Status  Animal  Species.  Guidance  set  forth  in  the  BLM  manual  at  section  6840 
emphasizes  the  agency  objective  to  conserve  special  status  animal  species.  The  BLM 
manual  is  presently  going  through  its  first  major  revision  since  1988,  and  although  the 
revised  manual  is  not  yet  completed,  a  significant  evolving  trend  should  be  more  fully 
emphasized 

in  the  EIS.  Jeff  Aardahl,  endangered  plant  and  animal  species  contact  person  in  the  D.C. 
BLM  office,  stated  in  a  phone  conversation  on  February  1 7,  1 999  that  one  of  the  most 
overreaching  changes  in  the  new  manual  will  be  an  increased  emphasis  on  BLM's  duty  to 
conserve.  For  federally-listed  species,  this  duty  to  conserve  is  set  forth  at  section  7(a)(1) 
of  the  ESA.  This  section  epitomizes  congressional  intent  to  institutionalize  caution  and 
infuse  agency  decision-making  with  an  obligation  to  consider  the  needs  of  specific 
species.  The  ESA  provides  an  unqualified  mandate  requiring  attention  to  micro-level 
requirements 
of  individual  species. 

Unfortunately,  Alternative  C  fails  to  provide  adequate  attention  to  the  specific 
requirements  of  individual  species.  The  management  objective  related  to  special  status 

03/01/99,  Comments  on  SEORMP  page  19 


animal  species  for  Alternative  C  is  to  "[ejmphasize  management  that  fosters  plant/animal 
community  health,  habitat  integrity,  and  landscape-level  issue  resolution  rather  than 
emphasizing  the  requirements  of  individual  species".  (DEIS  at  3-27).  Failure  to 
recognize,  emphasize,  and  manage  for  the  specific  needs  of  individual  special  status 
animal  species  contradicts  evolving  guidance  on  the  agency's  duty  to  conserve,  and  is  not 
in  accordance  with  the  requirements  of  the  ESA. 

Section  7  of  the  ESA  also  requires  that  the  BLM  consult  on  the  action  of  adopting  the 
SEORMP.  Such  consultation  must  occur  before  a  decision  is  made  and  any 
modifications  of  the  selected  alternative  must  be  disclosed  to  the  public  and  the  public 
given  an  opportunity  to  comment  on  the  modifications,  in  accordance  with  NEPA. 

VIII.  Bighorn  Sheep 

The  SEORMP  fails  to  analyze  and  disclose  the  impacts  on  California  bighorn  sheep  of  all 
management  alternatives.  The  DEIS  says  that  no  licensed  sheep  grazing  permits  overlap 
with  bighorn  range,  DEIS  at  2-55,  but  map  WLDF-2  shows  a  significant  amount  of 
bighorn  sheep  range  and  domestic  sheep  range  as  “overlapping.”  The  DEIS 
acknowledges  that  domestic  sheep  carry  a  bacteria  called  Pasteurella  that  is  pathogenic  to 
bighorn  sheep,  DEIS  at  2-55,  but  it  says  nothing  about  BLM  internal  guidance  requires 
the  physical  separation  of  the  species,  by  something  in  the  order  of  1 5  miles,  to  ensure 
that  ranging  bighorn  rams  do  not  have  physical  contact  with  domestic  sheep  and  then  die 
or,  even  worst,  return  the  herd  to  spread  the  bacteria.  The  FEIS  should  fully  explain  this 
relationship  and  analyze  and  disclose  eliminating  domestic  sheep  grazing  in  actual  and 
potential  bighorn  sheep  habitat.  Moreover,  the  DEIS  should  fully  evaluate  and  disclose 
whether  the  BLM  may  or  should  allow  domestic  sheep  grazing  in  potential  bighorn  sheep 
range. 

IX.  Western  Sage  Grouse 

1.  Sage  Grouse  Status  and  Distribution 

The  distribution  of  western  sage  grouse  (Centrocercus  urophasianus)  in  western  North 
America  has  been  reduced  since  at  least  1900  with  extirpation  of  populations  at  the 
periphery  of  the  historic  range.  Sage  grouse  no  longer  occur  in  Arizona,  British 
Columbia,  Kansas,  Nebraska,  New  Mexico,  and  Oklahoma  and  have  reduced  distribution 
within  the  remainder  of  their  original  range.  The  historic  population  size  of  sage  grouse 
is  unknown  anywhere  in  western  North  America.  Populations  are  known  to  have 
decreased, 

especially  since  at  least  1950.  Recent  (1980  to  present)  declines  are  estimated  to  be  in  the 
range  of  thirty-five  to  eighty  percent.  The  present  size  of  the  breeding  population  is 
estimated  to  exceed  140,000  individuals  scattered  in  two  Canadian  provinces  and  eleven 
western  states  (C.  Braun,  Colorado  Division  of  Wildlife,  Historic  and  Present 
Distribution/Status  of  Sage  Grouse  in  North  America,  Western  Sage  Grouse  Status 
Conference,  Boise,  Idaho,  14  January  1999). 

03/0 1  /99,  Comments  on  SEORMP  page  20 


2.  Sage  Grouse  Population  Viability- 

Factors  that  are  important  in  maintaining  viable  sage  grouse  populations  include  size  of 
area,  quality  of  habitat,  potential  interchange  (corridors),  genetic  diversity,  and  number  of 
breeding  individuals.  Although  500  individuals  in  a  breeding  population  may  be 
adequate  to  avoid  genetic  drift,  managers  need  to  understand  that  in  sage  grouse 
populations  most  individuals  do  not  breed.  Consequently,  a  viable  population  for  sage 
grouse  is  believed 

to  be  at  least  1 ,000  birds,  based  on  estimates  of  productivity,  survival  recruitment,  male 
mating  success,  and  male:female  sex  ratio.  (M.  Schroeder,  Washington  Department  of 
Fish  and  Wildlife,  Population  Viability  and  Conservation  Planning  for  Sage  Grouse, 
Western  Sage  Grouse  Status  Conference,  Boise,  Idaho,  14  January  1999).  The  long-term 
problems  with  small  populations  have  been  illustrated  by  research  on  greater  prairie- 
chickens  (Tympanuchus  cupido)  in  Illinois.  Because  the  breeding  population  remained 
below  500  for  a  period  of  at  least  35  years,  they  were  faced  with  declining  genetic 
heterogeneity  and  productivity  (Wcstemeier  et  al.,  1998,  Tracking  and  long-term  decline 
and  recovery  of  an  isolated  population.  Science  282:  1695-1698). 

3.  Sage  Grouse  Habitat  Requirements 

Sage  grouse  use  different  seasonal  habitats  throughout  the  year,  and  many  sage  grouse 
populations  are  migratory  and  birds  may  move  100  km  or  more  between  seasonal  ranges. 
The  breeding  range  contains  leks  and  provides  habitat  for  nesting  and  early  brood  rearing. 
Nesting  habitat  has  two  major  components:  the  sagebrush  overstory  and  a  grass/forb 
understory.  Generally,  a  15-25%  canopy  cover  of  sagebrush  and  similar  canopy  cover  of 
herbaceous  plants  with  an  average  height  of  at  least  1 8  cm  provides  adequate  nesting 
habitat.  Early  brood  rearing  habitat  is  occupied  by  hens  with  broods  until  the  chicks 
reach  6-8  weeks  of  age.  Its  components  are  similar  to  that  of  nesting  habitat  but  abundant 
insects  are  also  necessary'  for  chick  survival. 

Usually  when  chicks  are  6-8  weeks  old  the  hen  begins  a  movement  to  summer  range. 

This  seasonal  habitat  consists  of  an  interspersion  of  forh-rich  areas  and  stands  of 
sagebrush.  Forb-rich  areas  are  often  agricultural  fields,  wet  meadows  or  riparian  areas. 

Good  winter  range  provides  sage  grouse  with  access  to  sagebrush  under  all  snow 
conditions.  Sage  grouse  only  eat  sagebrush  during  the  winter  and  often  use  relatively 
open  habitats  with  10-25%  sagebrush  canopy  cover  and  an  average  height  of  25-35  cm 
above  the  snowr. 

The  quality  and  quantity  of  breeding  and  winter  habitat  have  declined  during  the  1980’s 
and  1990's  because  of  prolonged  drought,  fires  and  agricultural  development.  Vast  areas 
that  were  once  sagebrush/bunchgrass  habitats  arc  now  dominated  by  cheatgrass  with  little 
or  no  sagebrush  overstory  making  population  recovery  difficult.  (J.  Connelly,  Idaho 
Department  of  Fish  and  Game.  Population  Ecology  and  Habitat  Needs,  Western  Sage 
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Grouse  Status  Conference,  Boise,  Idaho,  14  January  1999). 

4.  Status  of  Sage  Grouse  in  the  Draft  SEORMP/EIS 

The  sage  grouse  is  a  Bureau  of  Land  Management  sensitive  species,  and  the  Draft 
SEORMP/EIS  acknowledges  the  BLM's  responsibility  to  manage  the  grouse  accordingly. 
(Draft  2-50).  Under  each  alternative,  the  sage  grouse  is  grouped  with  other  Special  Status 
species  and  vague  but  limited  rales  are  laid  out  for  their  management.  This  is  regrettable 
as  it  lacks  aspiration  for  habitat  improvement  The  current  planning  process  represents  a 
premier  opportunity  to  assess  and  adjust  past  habitat  management  and  prescribe  new 
ecosystem  management  strategies.  Given  their  extensive  range  in  southeast  Oregon  (the 
sage  grouse  is  a  documented  breeder  in  the  Andrews,  Malheur  and  Jordan  districts  (Draft 
2-50),  and  their  importance  to  the  ecosystem  (sage  grouse  are  considered  a  "keystone 
species"  (Scutro,  The  Last  Dance  of  the  Sage  Grouse,  7  Boise  Weekly  32:  14),  the  Draft 
should  elevate  the  sage  grouse  to  a  special  management  or  indicator  species  equal  to  the 
California  bighorn  sheep.  The  new  designation  would  bolster  sage  grouse  populations 
and  provide  better  opportunities  for  agency  staff,  university  researchers,  and  the  public  to 
monitor  the  effects  of  system-wide  impacts  on  sage  grouse,  including  livestock  grazing, 
fire  suppression,  invasive  species,  agriculture,  development  and  mining. 

5.  Sage  Grouse  Habitat  Management  under  the  Draft  SEORMP/EIS 

Under  each  of  Alternatives  A,  B,  and  C,  the  authors  suggest  that  ”[a]ll  Special  Status 
species  habitats  or  populations  would  be  managed  so  that  BLM  actions  would  not 
contribute  toward  the  need  to  list  the  species  as  Federally  threatened  or  endangered." 
(Draft  3-89).  The  Draft  also  acknowledges  that  sage  grouse  populations  in  the  planning 
area  arc  declining.  (Draft  v2  320).  Given  the  extensive  areas  and  variety  of  habitats 
needed  to  sustain  sage  grouse,  it  is  unlikely  that  current/prescribed  levels  of  livestock 
grazing  under  the  Draft  will  allow  the  sage  grouse  to  recover.  Sage  grouse  require  the 
same  early-,  mid-,  and  late-stage  big  sagebrush  habitat  that  are  ravaged  by  livestock 
grazing  (see  Draft  2-42).  As  noted  above,  the  best  nesting  and  rearing  habitat  must 
contain  grasses  and  forbs  at  least  18  cm  high,  vibrant  insect  life,  and  untrammeled 
sagebrush  for  cover.  Unless  grazing  practices  are  drastically  revised,  livestock  grazing 
will  continue  to  degrade  these  habitats,  and  a  listing  under  the  Endangered  Jeremies  Ac.' 
will  be  inevitable,  (see  Scutro.  The  Last  Dance  of  the  Sage  Grouse.  7  Boise  Weekly  32' 
14). 

X.  Off-Highway  Vehicles 

Off-Highway  Vehicle  use  in  Oregon  is  on  the  rise.  On  p.  327  of  the  SEORMP's 
Appendices,  the  BLM  predicts  an  increase  in  OHV  use  of  at  least  200%  over  the  next  20 
years  in  Oregon.  The  SEORMP  offers  a  great  opportunity  to  pro-actively  address  the 
complex  issue  of  OHV  use.  especially  as  motorized  backcountry  recreation  becomes 
increasingly  prevalent  and  controversial.  But  instead  of  taking  advantage  of  this  unique 
opportunity,  the  BLM  has  shirked  its  duty  to  protect  wildlife  habitat  by  designating  a 
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mere  22,000  acres  as  closed  to  OHV  use.  That's  less  than  1%  of  the  6.3  million  acre 
planning  area. 

Open  OHV  use  is  simply  incompatible  with  the  BLM's  stated  objective  of  properly 
functioning  ecosystems.  OHVs  are  known  to;  disturb  wildlife  in  all  habitat  types, 
including  ground-nesting  birds,  reptiles,  young  animals,  and  ungulates  such  as  deer: 
compact  and  alter  soil  structure,  sometimes  leading  to  a  90%  loss  of  soil  moisture  -  a 
loss  arid  lands  can  ill-afford;  and  compromise  the  recreational  experience  of  anyone 
within  ear-shot  of  an  OHV. 

We  urge  the  BLM  to  revisit  its  OHV  policy.  Specifically,  we  request  that  the  final 
SEORMP  reflect  the  following  changes:  % 

•  All  areas  should  be  closed  OHVs,  unless  posted  open.  The  BLM  lacks  the  resources  to 
patrol  and  monitor  the  99%  of  the  planning  area  that,  under  the  current  draft 
SEORMP,  is  designated  as  either  "open"  or  "limited"  OHV  usage. 

•  All  vehicle  routes  should  be  classified  as  "designated,"  rather  than  "existing.”  This  will 
hopefully  provide  the  BLM  with  more  control  over  the  use  of  OHV  areas,  and  allow 
for  better  oversight  and  monitoring. 

•  Do  not  cooperate  in  the  organization  of  OHV  events.  This  is  an  absurd  and  destructive 
use  of  public  funds;  the  BLM  is  in  no  position  to  spend  its  very  limited  resources  on 
planning  events  that  benefit  a  minute  subset  of  the  public  -  particularly  when  this 
subset  is  engaged  in  an  activity  that  gravely  threatens  a  resource  belonging  equally  to 
260  million  Americans. 

•  OHVs  should  be  restricted  to  small  areas.  No  more  than  1%  of  the  planning  area  should 
be  open  to  OHV  use. 

The  Federal  Lands  Policy  and  Management  Act  specifically  prohibits  unnecessary  and 
undue  degradation  of  our  national  lands.  To  open  99%  of  the  SEORMP's  planning  area 
to  unsupervised  OHV  use  will  clearly  lead  to  unnecessary  and  undue  damage  to  a 
sensitive  ecosystem  characterized  by  fragile  soils.  Oregon’s  sage-steppe  community  is  no 
place  for  OHVs  to  ran  rampant.  The  Vale  and  Bums  Districts  must  leam  from  their 
colleagues  in  Utah  and  elsewhere;  catering  blindly  to  OHV  special  interest  groups  will 
only  lead  to  compromised  wildlife  populations,  degraded  habitat,  and  violated 
environmental  laws. 

XL  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers 

Alternative  C  would  recommend  that  a  mere  43  river  miles  be  added  to  the  federal  Wild 
and  Scenic  River  System.  Meanwhile,  the  BLM’s  own  assessments  and  inventories  of 
potential  wild  and  scenic  rivers  resulted  in  a  list  totaling  289  river  miles.  We  urge  the 
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BLM  to  recommend  that  each  of  these  289  river  miles  be  added  to  the  Wild  and  Scenic 
River  System.  The  streams  and  stream  segments  represented  here  enjoy  virtually  no 
formal  protection  at  the  present  time,  and  without  WSR  designation,  many  of  them  are  at 
continued  risk  of  riparian  degradation,  water  pollution,  and  dewatering  As  it  stands, 
many  of  these  waterways  arc  struggling  to  support  healthy  fish  populations  and  other 
aquatic  and  riparian-dependent  species. 

BLM's  own  inventories  indicate  that  these  river  miles  are  suitable  for  inclusion  in  the 
WSR  system  What  stands  between  their  being  eligible  or  ineligible  for  inclusion  is  the 
BLM's  recommendation.  We  hope  the  agency  can  find  the  will  to  recommend  all  289 
river  miles  -  a  small  fraction  of  the  planning  area’s  total  nver  mileage  -  as  Wild  and 
Scenic  Rivers. 

XII.  Wilderness  Study  Areas 

1 .  General  Comments 

Sadly,  the  BLM’s  track  record  with  respect  to  managing  wilderness  areas  and  wilderness 
study  areas  (WSAs)  is  not  a  proven  one  -  far  from  it,  in  fact.  The  BLM  in  Oregon  has 
virtually  no  experience  in  wilderness  area  management,  so  it  should  come  as  little 
surprise  that  the  agency  is  ill-equipped  --  in  terms  of  both  resources  and  internal 
philosophy  -  to  manage  lands  for  wilderness  values.  Like  the  U  S.  Forest  Service,  the 
BLM  came  of  age  in  a  context  of  "multiple  use,”  and  in  the  United  States,  multiple  use 
has  always  been  pursued  at  the  expense  of  wilderness  values. 

It's  quite  likely  that  the  only  way  to  improve  the  BLM's  wilderness  management  skills  is 
to  do  so  legislatively  -  to  change  the  agency's  mandate  in  such  a  way  that  the  BLM  no 
longer  feels  compelled  to  graze  WSAs  and  other  special  management  areas  into  a  state  of 
near-oblivion.  But  such  a  shift  in  management  prioriues  lies  beyond  the  scope  of  the 
SEORMP. 

2.  Monitoring  of  WSAs 

The  Draft  SEORMP  contains  no  evidence  that  the  BLM  has  conducted  any  monitoring  or 
environmental  analysis  of  WSAs.  We  urge  the  BLM  to  ensure  that  such  an  analysis  is 
included  in  the  Final  SEORMP. 

3.  Grazing  in  WSAs 

Something  that  does  lay  squarely  within  the  scope  of  the  SEORMP  is  the  manner  in 
which  the  BLM  deals  with  livestock  grazing  inside  WSAs.  As  has  been  pointed  out 
earlier  in  these  comments,  the  SEORMP's  preferred  alternative  would  not  lead  to  the 
removal  of  one  head  of  cattle  from  10,000  square  miles  of  BLM  lands  in  Southeast 
Oregon.  The  choice  to  forgo  an  opportunity  to  actually  improve  the  ecological  condition 
of  these  lands  -  especially  those  acres  within  WSAs  -  is  inexcusable  for  the  following 
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reasons: 

•  livestock  grazing  is  known  to  degrade  both  ecological  and  wilderness  values; 

•  human-made  structures  necessary  to  sustain  livestock  grazing  are  known  to 
degrade  both  ecological  and  wilderness  values; 

•  the  on-going,  unabated  presence  of  livestock  grazing  within  WSAs  and  lands 
adjacent  to  WSAs  will  only  serve  to  render  these  areas  less  suitable,  and  in  some 
cases,  unsuitable  for  inclusion  in  the  federal  wilderness  system. 

Perhaps  we'd  be  less  disturbed  if  the  inequities  between  wilderness  values  and  livestock 
grazing  weren't  quite  so  vast.  If  the  BLM  had  allocated,  for  example,  50%  of  its  Bums 
and  Vale  Districts  to  livestock  grazing,  may  be  we  could  understand  the  agency's  choice  to 
leave  livestock  numbers  completely  unchanged.  However,  according  to  Table  2-18 
(SEORMP,  p.  2-59),  the  BLM  has  allocated  98.95%  of  the  Bums  and  Vale  Districts  to 
livestock  grazing  -  including  WSAs.  This  means  that  wilderness  values  are  bound  to  be 
compromised  by  the  sheer  ubiquity  of  domestic  livestock  distributed  across  this  arid 
comer  of  the  state.  We've  seen  evidence  of  this  for  decades. 

WSAs  are  lands  of  national  significance,  not  only  because  of  their  potential  for  inclusion 
in  the  federal  wilderness  system,  but  also  because  they  represent  some  of  the  last  vestiges 
of  roadless  wildlands  and  intact  wildlife  habitat  left  in  the  United  States.  These  same 
lands  are  being  compromised  by  livestock  grazing,  and  that  the  draft  SEORMP  makes  no 
attempt  to  improve  this  status  quo  is  baffling.  Thus,  we  urge  the  BLM  to  adopt  an 
alternative  in  its  final  SEORMP  that  adequately  addresses  grazing  pressures  within 
WSAs;  specifically,  we  request  that: 

•  livestock  grazing  be  suspended  in  WSAs  where  monitoring  shows  a  decline  in 
ecological  condition; 

•  WSAs  be  managed  for  wilderness  values  first  and  foremost; 

•  structures,  such  as  fences  and  water  developments,  be  prohibited  from  WSAs;  if 
livestock  grazing  cannot  be  conducted  in  such  a  way  that  ecological  values  are  not 
compromised  or  degraded  in  the  absence  of  such  structures,  then  grazing  must  be 
discontinued  in  those  WSAs. 

4.  Off-Highway  Vehicles  in  WSAs 

Off-highway  vehicles  (OHVs)  should  be  prohibited  from  use  within  WSAs.  Please  see 
our  comments  specifically  regarding  OHVs  for  more  details. 

5.  Lands  Adjacent  to  Wilderness  Study  Areas 
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We  support  the  BLM  in  its  recommendation  that  lands  adjacent  to  WSAs  be  acquired  and 
annexed  to  existing  WSAs.  We  urge  the  BLM  to  continue  acquiring  lands  that  it  has 
identified  as  possessing  wilderness  qualities.  The  best  scientific  data  tells  us  that  "size 
does  matter;”  the  agency  will  be  far  more  effective  in  its  efforts  to  manage  for  wilderness 
values  when  WSAs  are  expanded  to  accommodate  wildlife  and  natural  ecosystem 
functions.  The  studies  of  conservation  biology  and  biogcography  indicate  that  larger, 
contiguous  tracts  of  protected  wildlands  are  more  capable  of  supporting  healthy 
ecosystems. 

Wc  request  that  the  BLM  continue  to  aggressively  acquire  and  annex  non-federal  lands, 
and  that  the  Bums  and  Vale  Districts  actively  identify  additional  parcels  for  future 
acquisition.  Many  state  and  private  inholdings  within  the  planning  area  are  highly 
vulnerable  to  a  range  of  threats,  including  but  not  limited  to;  livestock  grazing,  mineral 
exploitation,  water  quality  violations,  and  ORV  use.  Pro-active  acquisition  by  the  BLM 
is  the  best  way  to  begin  the  process  of  securing  meaningful  protection  for  these  lands. 

6.  Restoration  and  Reclamation  within  WSAs 

Thanks  in  large  part  to  livestock  grazing,  many  WSAs  are  degraded  or  home  to  human- 
made  structures,  such  as  fences  and  off-stream  water  developments.  We  urge  the  BLM  to 
generate  a  list  of  restoration/reclamation  priorities  for  WSAs  within  the  planning  area, 
and  to  actively  pursue  ecological  rehabilitation  of  these  areas.  Such  restoration  activities 
should  include  removing  permanent  structures  and  reluming  said  WSAs  to  a  "primitive" 
state  in  anticipation  of  these  areas’  inclusion  in  the  federal  wilderness  system.  WSA 
restoration  goals  should  be  addressed  in  the  SEORMP  planning  process. 

7.  WSA  Release  Language 

We  support  the  BLM’s  decision  to  continue  to  apply  Visual  Resource  and  ORV  classes  to 
lands  that  are  released  from  wilderness  consideration.  However,  we  request  that  similar 
release  language  be  drafted  for  mineral  and  energy  exploration  and  development. 
Mining’s  impacts  are  at  least  as  devastating  as  those  of  ORVs;  if  BLM’s  objective  is  to 
extend  protection  to  areas  that  are  recognized  as  possessing  special,  valuable  qualities, 
regardless  of  their  wilderness  status  or  lack  thereof,  then  an  extension  of  ORV  and  Visual 
Resource  release  language  to  energy  and  mineral  exploration  and  development  is  clearly 
a  logical  next  step,  and  one  that  is  in  the  best  interest  of  those  lands  released  from 
wilderness  consideration. 

8.  Wilderness  Reinventory 

A  decade  has  passed  since  the  last  time  BLM  inventoried  its  roadless  lands  in  eastern 
Oregon.  The  time  has  come  for  the  agency  to  conduct  a  reinventory  of  these  lands.  Such 
an  inventory,  which  is  provided  for  in  the  Federal  I^nds  Policy  and  Management  Act 
(Section  202),  should  exclude  those  areas  already  designated  as  WSAs  and  focus  instead 
on  other  lands  that  were  overlooked  or  deemed  ineligible  during  the  first  inventory. 
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It  is  crucial  that  any  wilderness  rc-inventory  also  assess  newly  acquired  state  and/or 
private  inholdings.  During  BLM’s  original  wilderness  inventory  ,  some  potential  WSAs 
were  deemed  ineligible  due  to  management  issues  resulting  from  large  private  inholdings. 
In  situations  where  those  inholdings  have  since  been  acquired,  BLM  must  reconsider  the 
eligibility  of  those  lands  as  WSAs.  We  are  confident  that  the  BLM  may  be  able  to 
identify'  additional  lands  that  should  be  protected  under  the  Interim  Management  Policy 
(IMP). 

As  Vale  and  Bums  District  staff  are  undoubtedly  aware,  the  BLM  recently  completed  a 
wilderness  re-inventory  in  Utah.  The  result  of  this  effort  was  a  significant  increase  in  the 
number  of  acres  the  BLM  will  recommend  for  wilderness  status.  In  Utah,  the  BLM 
contracted  with  a  team  of  experts  from  outside  the  agency.  We  recommend  a  similar 
arrangement  here  in  Oregon.  By  employing  outside  experts,  we  feel  the  re-inventory 
report  might  stand  a  better  chance  of  being  honest  and  unbiased;  we  understand  that  it  can 
be  challenging  for  BLM  personnel  residing  within  the  district(s)  to  render  a  candid 
opinion  about  increasing  WSA  acreage. 

XIII.  South  Steens  Fencing  Projects 

We  are  firmly  opposed  to  the  BLM’s  proposal  to  construct  the  Lauserica  and  Stephens 
fences  through  Home  Creek  and  South  Fork  of  the  Donner  und  Blitzen  WSAs.  These 
projects  will  result  in  about  20  miles  of  new  fences,  located  squarely  within  WSAs. 

These  structures  will  drastically  alter  the  natural  character  of  these  WSAs,  and  as  such, 
may  be  in  violation  of  the  BLM’s  own  Interim  Management  Policy. 

We  strongly  object  to  the  construction  of  these  fences,  and  urge  the  BLM  to  abandon  its 
plans  to  erect  them.  If  the  purpose  of  the  fences  is  to  facilitate  the  management  of 
livestock  within  the  WSAs,  then  we  must  question  the  overall  compatibility  of  domestic 
grazing  within  these  WSAs;  that  is,  if  the  agency  cannot  adequately  manage  cattle 
grazing  within  the  Home  Creek  and  South  Fork  of  the  Donner  und  Blitzen  WSAs,  then 
the  obvious,  reasonable  solution  should  be  the  removal  of  livestock,  not  the  construction 
of  fences.  We  implore  the  BLM  to  exercise  a  modicum  of  common  sense  in  this 
situation. 

Finally,  we  are  compelled  to  question  why,  in  a  massive  planning  document  rife  with 
generalities,  sweeping  statements,  and  vague  management  "directives,"  one  of  the  few 
instances  where  the  agency  decides  to  offer  specific  details  about  its  preferred  alternative 
appears  on  p.  3-27  of  the  SEORMP;  here,  juxtaposed  against  such  general  statements  as, 
"Emphasize  management  that  fosters  plant/ animal  community  health...,"  is  a  paragraph 
about  the  construction  of  two  specific  fences.  While  we  arc  vehemently  opposed  to  the 
construction  of  fences  in  W'SAs  (and  the  Lauserica  and  Stephens  fences  in  particular),  w'e 
only  wish  the  BLM  had  seen  fit  to  apply  the  same  level  of  detail  to  the  rest  of  the 
SEORMP. 
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XIV.  Proposed  Steens  Mountain  National  Conservation  Area 

We  commend  the  BLM  for  its  recognition  of  the  Steens  Mountain  area  as  a  place  of 
significant  value  to  the  American  public,  and  we  support  the  agency  in  its  efforts  to 
manage  Steens  for  its  wilderness  and  recreational  values.  W'e  are  also  pleased  to  see  that 
the  BLM  has  proposed  to  add  over  28,000  acres  to  the  Steens  Mountain  Area  of  Critical 
Environmental  Concern. 

However,  the  proposed  Steens  Mountain  National  Conservation  Area  as  outlined  in 
Alternative  C  fails  to  truly  protect  this  remarkable  area.  We  request  that  the  BLM 
develop  a  detailed  plan  to  manage  increasing  recreational  activity  and  protect  the  natural 
values  which  make  the  mountain  and  its  environs  an  extraordinary  place.  Specifically, 
we  urge  the  BLM  to: 

•  Expand  the  boundaries  of  the  proposed  NCA  to  include  the  Alvord  Desert;  any 
NCA  that  excludes  the  Alvord  fails  to  protect  the  whole  of  the  Steens  Mountain 
ecosystem.  The  Alvord  and  the  Steens  have  been  shown  to  be  ecologically 
connected;  together,  they  are  the  embodiment  of  "Basin  and  Range"  ecology  and 
geology. 

•  Phase  out  livestock  grazing  in  the  entirety  of  the  Steens  Mountain  NCA.  not  just 
above  7,000  feet. 

•  Offer  a  thorough  discussion  of  the  various  proposals  for  the  protection  of  Steens 
Mountain.  The  SEORMP  is  an  appropriate  forum  for  a  side-by-side  comparison  of 
these  proposals,  which  include  an  NCA,  a  national  park  and  preserve,  and  expanded 
wilderness.  Without  this  honest,  candid  comparison,  the  public  is  left  without  the 
critical  information  we  need  to  help  the  BLM  make  the  best  choice  for  the  future 
management  of  Steens  Mountain. 

While  we  recognize  the  BLM  has  made  some  strides  by  recommending,  in  Alternative  C, 
the  withdrawal  of  lands  in  the  Steens  NCA  from  mineral  entry,  the  rationale  behind  the 
recommendation  is  incompletely  reasoned  at  best  and  disingenuous  at  worst.  On  p.  4-149 
of  SEORMP,  the  BLM  states.  "[The  withdrawal  of  lands  from  mineral  entry  and  leasing] 
eliminates  the  possibility  of  surface-disturbing  activities,  which  would  infringe  on  natural 
values.  It  W'ould  also  maintain  opportunities  for  solitude."  If  the  agency's  goal  is  to  truly 
prevent  the  infringement  of  natural  values  and  maintain  opportunities  for  solitude,  then 
the  BLM  will  need  to  do  much  more  than  simply  withdraw  lands  from  mineral  entry  and 
leasing. 

Livestock  grazing,  not  mining,  is  the  primary  threat  to  both  natural  values  and 
recreational  values  on  Steens.  To  address  the  currently  non-existent  threat  of  mining  on 
Steens  while  completely  ignoring  the  impacts  of  domestic  cattle  is  beyond  cowardly;  it  is 
unacceptable.  Wc  urge  the  BLM  to  eliminate  the  only  real  "surface-disturbing  activity" 
on  Steens:  livestock  grazing. 
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In  the  SEORMP's  conclusion  regarding  the  environmental  consequences  of  a  Steens  NCA 
as  outlined  in  Alternative  C,  the  BLM  states,  "The  designation  of  Steens  Mountain  as  an 
NCA  would  determine  long-term  management  direction  and  establish  a  clear  approach 
and  balance  of  resource  conservation  and  carefully  planned  compatible  uses  (p.  4-149)." 
With  all  due  respect,  this  is  hog  wash.  The  SEORMP's  NCA  proposal  in  no  way.  shape, 
or  form  determines  or  establishes  anything  approximating  a  "clear  approach"  or  "careful 
planning."  It  merely  reduces  the  specter  of  a  threat  (mining)  that  is  predicted  to  exist  at 
some  undetermined  point  in  the  future;  current,  serious  threats  (livestock  grazing, 
recreation  overuse)  are  entirely  overlooked. 

Finally,  we  must  ask  whether  the  SEORMP's  reference  to  "compatible  uses"  can  be  taken 
at  all  seriously.  As  the  BLM  is  undoubtedly  aware,  the  evidence  supporting  the 
incompatibility  of  livestock  grazing  with  Steens'  ecological/natural  values  is 
overwhelming.  We  wonder  if  the  BLM  is  prepared  to  eliminate  livestock  from  its  Steens 
NCA  based  on  this  proven  incompatibility,  or  whether  the  agency  intends  to  manipulate 
the  term  "compatible"  to  its  own  ends. 

XV.  The  Owyhee  Canyonlands 

The  Bums  District  has  its  crown  jewel:  Steens  Mountain.  The  Vale  District  also  has  a 
crown  jewel:  The  Owyhee  Canyonlands.  While  the  Owyhee  area  does  not  enjoy  the  same 
level  of  visitorship  or  degree  of  recognition  as  the  Steens  area,  it  is  without  question  one 
of  the  most  splendid,  remarkable  natural  areas  in  the  western  United  States.  When  a 
mainstream  publication  like  "Sunset"  magazine  calls  for  an  area's  protection  (in  this  case, 
national  park  designation),  you  know  you've  got  something  special  on  your  hands. 

Above  and  beyond  the  Owyhee  Canyonlands'  exquisite  beauty  lies  its  habitat  and 
wilderness  values.  Here  are  some  of  the  largest  contiguous  roadless  lands  in  the 
continental  U.S.  Here,  also,  is  excellent  habitat  for  Bighorn  sheep.  Western  sage  grouse, 
and  raptors.  Here  are  some  of  the  most  rugged,  remote  wildlands,  offering  a  degree  of 
solitude  found  in  very  few  other  places. 

We  urge  the  BLM  to  consider  a  national  designation  for  the  Owyhee  Canyonlands.  As  in 
the  case  of  Steens  Mountain,  such  a  consideration  must  weigh  the  range  of  proposals 
carefully.  These  proposals,  like  those  for  Steens  Mountain,  include  an  NCA,  national 
park,  and  national  monument.  The  BLM  is  truly  fortunate  to  have  such  gems  as  Steens 
and  Owyhee  in  its  custody;  we  hope  the  agency  will  rise  to  the  challenge  of  protecting 
these  unique,  spectacular  areas,  and  that  it  will  do  so  in  ways  that  arc  protective  of  natural 
values  and  considerate  of  the  260  million  Americans  who  co-own  these  landscapes. 

XVI.  Military  Overflights  in  the  Owyhee  Canyonlands  Area 

Incremental  military  expansion  is  occurring  in  airspace  over  wild  lands  throughout  the 
West,  from  Colorado  to  Arizona  to  the  Enhanced  Training  in  Idaho  (ET1)  Bombing 
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1 .  Soils  (Chap.2,  p.  10):  The  DEIS  fails  to  adequately  reveal  the  extent  of 
degradation  of  the  soils  of  the  planning  area.  These  soils  suffer  from 
compaction,  erosion,  reduced  infiltration,  and  loss  of  fertility.  The  location, 
acreage,  and  causes  of  these  degraded  soils  are  either  completely  left  out  of 
the  DEIS  or  minimized.  Neither  are  the  area  and  location  of  soils  in  good  and 
excellent  condition  reported.  All  problems  are  attributed  to  uses  60-100  years 
ago,  while  current  management  practices  were  said  to  have  “reduced  erosion 
and  begun  the  healing  process”.  The  DEIS  must  give  evidence  for  these 
assertions  since  current  management  practices  are  known  to  degrade  upland 
and  riparian  soils  (see  attached  papers  by  Fleischner  (1994),  Belsky,  Matzke. 
and  Uselman  ( 1 999),  and  Belsky  and  Blumenthal  (1997)).  The  DEIS  must 
inform  the  reader  how  far  current  soil  conditions  deviate  from  their  potential 
natural  conditions,  how  far  the  healing  process  has  gone,  what  specific 
activities  led  to  the  “healing”,  and  how  long  managers  anticipate  it  will  take 
for  these  current  activities  to  restore  soils  to  normal  function.  Authors  of  the 
DEIS  have  to  provide  monitoring  data  to  support  their  contention  that  the  soils 
are  improving.  They’ve  had  since  1995  to  collect  and  analyze  these  data, 
much  of  which  are  available  on  databases. 

2.  Microbiotic  crusts  (Chap.2,  p.  10):  microbiotic  crusts  are  a  major  indicator  of 
healthy  rangelands.  They  stabilize  the  soil,  fix  nifrogen,  increase  soil  fertility, 
increase  growth  of  higher  plants,  and  in  some  areas  increase  water  infiltration 
into  the  soil.  Except  for  one  short  paragraph,  the  DEIS  ignores  these  biotic 
crusts,  which  are  essential  components  of  arid  land  ecosystems  and  major 
indicators  of  rangeland  health.  The  excuse  given  for  ignoring  microbiotic 
crusts  in  the  planning  area  was  that  there  is  little  data  on  microbiotic  crusts 
from  the  Northwest  and  that  most  studies  have  been  taken  from  the  Great 
Basin.  These  excuses  are  without  foundation  (see  discussion  and  references  in 
attached  Comments  on  the  Draft  Interior  Columbia  Basin  Ecosystem 
Management  Plan  (1CBEMP)  by  Joy  Belsky,  Oregon  Natural  Desert 
Association)  or  are  irrelevant.  Studies  carried  out  in  Texas  showing  the 
harmful  effects  of  cigarette  smoking  do  not  have  to  be  repeated  in  Arizona  to 
be  valid  there.  Idaho  BLM  experts  on  microbiotic  crusts  in  the  Northwest,  Dr. 
Roger  Rosentreter  and  Julie  Kaltenccker  of  Boise  BLM,  and  two  scientific 
evaluations  written  for  1CBEMP  repeatedly  stated  that  the  microbiotic  crusts 
of  the  ICBEMP  planning  areas  must  be  actively  managed  by  federal  agencies 
and  restored  for  the  recovery  of  Northwest  shrublands  and  grasslands.  The 
DEIS  must  discuss  the  importance  of  the  crusts,  evaluate  their  current  status 
over  the  entire  planning  area,  give  the  causes  of  their  degradation,  and  discuss 
concomitant  losses  of  ecosystem  function. 

3.  Rangeland  Vegetation  (Chap.  2.  p.  1 3):  the  DEIS  does  not  adequately  describe  the 
condition  of  the  rangelands.  We  know  from  increases  in  weed  cover,  number 

ot  water  quality  limited  streams,  decline  of  native  species  such  as  pronghorn 

03/01:99,  Comments  on  SEORMP  page  4 


subject  to  escalating  military  activity. 

7.  Determine  means  to  minimize  negative  effects  of  military  training  activities  in 
southeast  Oregon  over  the  life  of  this  plan. 

8.  Aggressively  pursue  minimizing  negative  effects  -  through  MOUs  or  legal  action  if 
necessary. 

For  example,  instead  of  burying  its  head  in  the  sand  and  ignoring  the  whole  array  of 
military  training  impacts  in  its  development  of  the  SEORMP,  BLM  should  have  actively 
acquired  data  on  past,  current,  and  predicted  military  activities,  and  assessed  direct, 
indirect  and  cumulative  impacts  of  military  training  activities  on  vegetation,  wildlife, 
water  quality,  recreational  use,  and  cultural  resources  on  public  lands.  Following 
reasoned  analysis,  BLM  should  seek  MOUs  or  other  agreement  with  the  Air  Force, 
and/or  assert  its  legal  duties  under  FLPMA,  to  cease  use  of  chaff,  flares,  supersonic  flight 
over  areas  with  critical  wildlife  resources,  or  specially  designated  management  areas  - 
such  as  WSRs,  where  recreation  is  a  high  priority.  BLM  must  also  institute  adequate 
monitoring  of  overflights  and  military  activities,  so  that  deleterious  activities  can  be 
curtailed  before  significant  environmental  harm  occurs. 

Our  members  who  use  public  lands  for  recreational,  spiritual  and  aesthetic  purposes  are 
annoyed,  and  our  recreational  experiences  are  destroyed  by  loud  plane  noises,  a  sky  filled 
with  a  sea  of  contrails,  and  chaff  particles  littering  the  earth.  We  are  concerned  about 
pollution  and  health  risks  associated  with  exposure  to  military  training  activities  while  we 
are  recreating  in  southeast  Oregon. 

The  open  high  desert  sage-steppe  and  canyonland  country  of  southeast  Oregon  is  a 
landscape  where  the  intrusion  of  military  and  civilian  overflights  is  maximized. 
Recreational  experience  of  the  rich  scenery,  wildlife,  vegetation  and  cultural  resources  is 
impaired  by  intrusive  noise  and  overflights.  Above  the  canyons  on  the  plateaus  it  is 
possible  to  see  hundreds  or  thousands  of  square  miles  of  open  landscape  Overflights  and 
training  activities  are  particularly  intrusive  here. 

Into  this  wildland  setting,  the  Air  Force  in  the  AFI  and  ETI  proposal  has  interjected 
composite  force  training  (  multiple  warplanes  of  multiple  types)  of  up  to  85  or  more 
different  warplanes  maneuvering  throughout  designated  Military  Operations  Areas 
(MOAs).  Composite  force  air  campaigns  would  proceed  in  intensely  orchestrated  waves 
of  attack  two  or  three  times  a  day  for  three  to  five  days  a  month.  Composite  wing  training 
activities  will  result  in  almost  1 000  sonic  booms  a  year  down  to  1 0,000  ft.  Above  Ground 
Level  (AGL)  in  a  3.2  million  acre  training  complex  over  southern  Idaho,  northern 
Nevada,  and  eastern  Oregon.  Eastern  Oregon  lands  -  including  the  Owyhee  Wild  and 
Scenic  River,  and  several  WSAs  --  will  be  subject  to  management  guidance  under  the 
SEORMP.  These  lands  will  be.  and  are  being,  significantly  affected  by  military  training 
activities. 

Pre-composite  wing  training  activities  in  this  3.2  million  acre  training  complex  averaged 
two  sonic  booms  per  month  above  30,000  ft  AGL. 
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Composite  force  training  deposits  up  to  100,000  bundles  of  aluminum-coated  fiberglass 
chaff  litter  per  year  throughout  the  MOAs,  with  each  bundle  containing  between  500,000 
and  3  million  fibers.  Incendiary  flares  are  ignited  throughout  the  MOA.  Each  flare 
discharge  may  deposit  up  to  two  ounces  of  metal  debris  onto  public  lands  and  waters. 
Flares  may  also  start  wildfires  in  remote  areas.  A  recent  Air  Force  plane  crash  near  the 
West  Little  Owyhee  River  resulted  in  significant  disturbance  to  soil  and  vegetation 
associated  with  salvage  activities. 

There  are  serious  potential  and  real  environmental  impacts  from  military  training 
activities  —  including  effects  on  wildlife,  wilderness  study  areas,  and  recreational  use  in 
the  region.  The  Paradise  MOA  lies  in  the  area  defined  as  ETI  "Region  of  Influence  3"  in 
the  AFI  E1S.  The  SEORMP  fails  to  acknowledge  this,  Oregon  BLM  failed  to  even 
provide  comments  on  the  ETI  proposal.  Oregon  BLM  has  fled  from  any  analysis  of 
impacts  of  the  ETI  as  a  reasonably  foreseeable  event-  (now  mandated  by  Congress),  and 
ongoing  activities  of  composite  force  training  authorized  in  the  AFI  E1S. 

Increased  overflight  and  noise,  including  sonic  boom  activity,  together  with  chaff  and 
flare  use,  will  cause  stress  to  wildlife  populations,  including  sage  grouse  and  bighorn 
sheep.  Wildlife  responses  to  aircraft  overflight  include:  Various  fright  reactions  (panic, 
fleeing),  which  vary  with  species,  season,  reproductive  status,  previous  exposure  to 
aircraft,  aircraft  type,  distance  from  the  aircraft,  and  other  factors. 

Low  altitude  flight  such  as  occurs  in  some  southeast  Oregon  MTRs,  could  cause  wildlife 
to  avoid  the  disturbed  areas;  sensitive  wildlife  can  be  affected  adversely  by  low  flying 
aircraft,  particularly  at  times  when  they  are  sensitive  to  disturbance. 

In  the  Special  Nevada  Report  of  September  23,  1991 ,  the  Air  Force  as  a  co-author  stated: 
"Possible  effects  of  aircraft  activities  that  concern  wildlife  biologists  include  sound 
pressures  generated  by  sonic  booms,  and  death  of  embry  os  after  panic  causing 
abandonment  of  the  colony  or  physical  damage  to  eggs.  "Also,  "it  is  reasonable  to 
assume  that  for  wildlife  populations,  negative  effects  are  correlated  with  the  intensity  and 
frequency  of  noise  events.  Special  Nevada  Report  at  8-47,  -55. 

"Major  areas  of  uncertainty  with  regards  to  generalized  noise  effects  on  wildlife  include: 

1 )  the  effects  of  long-term  exposure  to  moderate  or  intermittent  noise;  2)  the  probability 
that  wild  animals  experience  the  same  adverse  physiological  effects  as  laboratory  animals 
,  and  the  ecological  consequences  of  adverse  physiological  changes,  masking 
(interference  with  signal  communication  and  detection),  and  altering  behavioral  patterns 
(EPA,  1980). 

The  BLM  failed  to  even  identify  these  areas  of  concern  in  development  of  the  SEORMP 
Species  such  as  bighorn  sheep  and  sage  grouse  require  a  finely  tuned  ecological  balance. 
The  high  number  of  military  sorties,  sonic  booms,  and  composite  force  exercises  planned 
annually  could  effect  Oregon  populations  of  sensitive  and  rare  wildlife  species. 


1  he  AH  E1S,  though  sweeping  a  wide  array  of  public  concerns  under  the  rug,  does  admit: 
"increased  use  of  military  airspace  could  result  in  startle  effects  on  some  species  sensitive 
to  noise  [including)  bighorn  sheep,  "more  overflights  would  pass  over  sensitive  areas”, 
and  “some  increased  incidence  of  solitude  or  loss  of  primitive  recreation  locations  along 
the  [MTRs]  would  occur".  The  Air  Force  has  not  adopted  any  formal  mitigation  measures 
to  prevent  or  reduce  adverse  noise  impacts  in  Oregon.  The  Air  Force  continues  to  use  a 
faulty  NOISEMAP  analysis  for  determining  noise  levels  over  wildlands.  This  model 
applies  HUD  guidelines  for  noise  in  urban  settings  as  standards  for  noise  over  public 
lands.  The  Air  Force  ignores  peak  or  episodic  noise  annoyances  and  thresholds,  and 
averages  sound  over  periods  of  time. 

The  Air  Force  itself  is  well  aware  that  the  models  it  uses  to  further  its  plans  for  activities 
in  southeast  Oregon  are  flawed.  The  1 996  Final  Report  on  "Requirements  Analysis  for 
Noise"  from  the  U  S.  Air  Force  Human  Systems  Center,  Environmental  Planning 
Directorate,  Brooks  AFB,  Texas  states:  "Because  training  operations  may  overfly  lands 
used  for  outdoor  recreation,  the  Air  Force  requires  the  ability  to  predict  the  effects  of 
aircraft  noise  on  the  outdoor  recreationist  ...today  ...  no  useful  quantitative  information  of 
any  kind  exists."  AF  analyses  are  particularly  untrue  for  wildland  settings,  and  other 
sensitive  environments,  where  "startle  effect"  and  “loss  of  solitude"  are  important 
considerations.  The  AFI  EIS  states:  "'Hie  startle  effect  and  loss  of  solitude  at  primitive 
recreation  locations  would  increase  and  may  present  a  threat  during  recreational 
activities." 

Chaff  may  be  used  throughout  the  Paradise  MOAs  in  eastern  Oregon.  Our  members  have 
found  chaff  littering  the  ground  within  the  Owyhee  Wild  and  Scenic  River  corridor.  (K. 
Fite,  pers.  comm.). 

I  here  are  important  land  management  policy  considerations  and  conflicts  concerning 
military  use  of  chaff  on  public  lands.  BLM  has  reported  that  ''[c]haff  is  being  dropped  on 
public  lands  without  authorization."  BLM,  Final  Report:  Military  Use  of  Public  Lands 
Workshop  -  March  4  AS,  1997  at  19  (May  1997).  According  to  the  BLM,  chaff  is  litter 
and  BLM  has  recommended  several  measures  in  this  Report  including: 

1 .  Establish  policy  guidance  that  states:  The  droppings  of  nonbiodegradable  chaff  on 
nonwithdrawn  lands  constitutes  littering  and  potential  public  health,  safety  and 
environmental  hazards  and  will  not  be  authorized. 

2.  Notify  the  services  that  the  disposal  of  nonbiodegradable  chaff  on  public  lands  is 
limited  to  withdrawals  consistent  with  that  use. 

The  1998  GAO  report  on  chaff,  prepared  at  the  request  of  Senator  Reid  of  Nevada,  states 
about  the  military's  own  studies:  "Studies  carried  out  by  DOD  and  others,  including 
some  carried  out  years  ago,  continue  to  create  questions  in  the  public's  mind  about  the 
health  and  environmental  effects  of  chaff  9  of  the  1 0  reports  [reviewed  by  GAO]  cited 
gaps  in 
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information  on  potential  effects.  Six  of  the  nine  made  no  recommendations  but  cited 
missing  data,  suggested  additional  studies  on  long-term  monitoring,  or  cited  possible 
long-term  chronic  effects." 

BLM  fails  to  even  mention  chaff  use  in  southeast  Oregon,  let  alone  address  the 
substantial  concerns  with  chaff  use  and  resultant  contamination  of  public  lands,  and  its 
impact  upon  wildland  settings,  including  WSAs,  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers,  and  other  areas 
with  special 

recreational  or  wildlife  values. 

The  cavalier  attitude  taken  by  the  AF  in  the  A  FI  EIS  and  ETI  EIS  (both  subjects  of 
various  legal  challenges)  can  not  be  carried  forward  by  BLM.  The  Air  Force  in  the  AFI 
admits:  "impacts  associated  with  military  overflights  on  these  specific  lands  include 
noise,  visual  intrusion,  and  potential  impacts  to  air  quality". 

The  BLM  must  prepare  an  adequate  assessment  of  direct,  indirect  and  cumulative  impacts 
of  military  training  activities  in  southeast  Oregon. 

Rccreationists,  already  subject  to  exotic  vegetation  following  in  the  wake  of  overgrazing  - 
-  such  as  the  whitetop  in  die  Owyhee  River  WSR,  and  who  must  often  camp  in  the  stench 
and  unpleasantness  of  livestock  waste  here,  also  are  being  subject  to  visual  marring  of 
scenery  with  contrails,  and  aural  intrusion  of  sonic  and  subsonic  activity  while  recreating 
in  the  Owyhee  WSR  corridor  and  associated  WSAs.  The  end  result  can  only  be  a  highly 
degraded  recreational  experience.  Military  training  and  other  overflights  will  have 
cumulative  impacts  to  recreational  milieu  of  southeastern  Oregon  public  lands. 

The  cumulative,  possibly  synergistic,  effect  of  all  the  potential  stresses  on  wildlife  and 
potential  impacts  to  recreational  users  must  be  assessed.  Wildlife  -  subject  to  stresses 
caused  by  expanded  military  training  and  overflight  activity  -  plus  having  to  cope  with 
ongoing  degradation  and  destruction  of  habitat  caused  by  livestock  grazing  -  are  also 
being  dealt  a  double  blow.  It  is  necessary  that  the  BLM  analyze  the  most  prudent 
management  policy  towards  livestock  grazing,  to  reduce  the  weight  of  cumulative 
impacts  to  wildlife  populations.  BLM  must  fully  analyze  elimination  of  livestock  grazing 
from  those  areas  of  high  wildlife  and  recreational  value  subject  to  impacts  from  military 
training. 

Further,  BLM  must,  as  part  of  its  planning  process,  develop  long-term  monitoring  of 
impacts  to  recreational  users.  BLM  must  work  to  avoid  or  minimize  impacts  of  military 
training  and  overflights  to  public  lands.  For  example,  prohibit  chaff  releases  to  prevent 
accumulation  in  water  bodies  within  sensitive  wildlife  habitat,  special  recreational  areas, 
and  monitor  accumulation  which  does  occur. 

Increased  numbers  of  sorties,  or  large-scale  training  exercises  which  will  result  over  a 
broad  area  of  public  lands  as  a  consequence  of  ETI  will  increase  the  incidence  of  startle 
effect  and  loss  of  solitude  at  primitive  recreational  locations  along  training  routes.  BLM 
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has  ignored  every  aspect  of  this  in  development  of  the  SEORMP  as  a  long-term  plan. 
BLM  has  shirked  its  duties  as  stewards  of  these  public  lands.  BLM  has  failed  to  protect 
lands  under  FLPMA,  and  the  nonimpairment  mandate.  BLM  proceeds  to  allow  impairing 
activities  to  occur. 

The  IMP  determination  must  be  made  by  first  ensuring  that  an  activity  conforms  to  the 
existing  management  and  framework  plan  for  the  affected  area.  BLM  must  also  review 
the  proposed  activity  through  an  environmental  assessment  or  environmental  impact 
statement  to  determine  whether  it  will  be  nonimpairing  and  to  ensure  that  approval  of 
such  activity  will  not  create  a  situation  in  which  the  cumulative  effect  of  existing  uses  and 
the  new  proposed  uses  would  impair  the  suitability  of  the  area  for  designation  as 
wilderness.  NEPA  documentation  for  a  proposed  activity  in  a  WSA  must  consider  under 
the  nonimpairment  standard  whether:  "the  addition  of  this  proposal  produces  an 
aggregate  effect  upon  the  area's  wilderness  characteristics  and  values  that  would  constrain 
the 

Secretary's  recommendation  with  respect  to  the  area's  suitability  or  nonsuitability  for 
preservation  as  wilderness."  44  Fed.  Reg.  At  72023. 

The  AFI  proposal,  amplified  by  ETI,  results  in  multiple  warplanes  (between  50  and  80) 
flying  at  supersonic  speeds  down  to  1 0,000  ft  AGL  and  dropping  hot  flares,  firing  debris 
and  chaff  over  and  on  to  WSA  lands  and  waters.  Pre-compositc-wing  activities  consisted 
of  subsonic  training  overflights  of  two  to  four  aircraft  or  less  with  no  chaff,  flares,  debris 
dropping.  There  has  been  no  valid  assessment  of  overflight  and  other  activities  of  past 
and  ongoing  AFI  activities,  and  new  ETI  actions  on  southeastern  Oregon  public  lands. 
BLM  has  also  shirked  its  NEPA  and  FLPMA  obligations  in  additional  ways:  Unique 
ACEC  Resources  must  also  be  considered,  and  conflicts  between  military  activities  and 
the  WSAs,  ACECs,  and  other  areas  must  be  addressed. 

A  complete  analysis  of  the  concerns  raised  above  must  be  included  in  SEORMP  FEIS 
sections  including  Air  Resources,  Recreation,  Special  Management  Areas,  Wildlife,  and 
Cultural  Resources.  Changes  must  be  made  to  SEORMP  alternatives  which  reflect  this 
analysis. 

XVII.  Laad  Fxchanges/Acquisition 

The  DEIS  states  that  "Zone  1 "  land  contain  significant  visual,  wildlife,  watershed, 
vegetative,  cultural  and  other  public  resource  values,  thus  they  have  been  identified  for 
retention  in  public  ownership.  App-337.  Yet,  the  DEIS  would  allow  land  within  Zone  1 
to  be  exchanged  for  other  Zone  1  land  with  "higher"  resource  values.  App-337.  Public 
land  within  Zone  1  should  be  retained.  If  private  land  within  Zone  1  should  be  acquired, 
the  BLM  should  do  so  without  disposing  of  very  important  Zone  1  land,  regardless  of 
their  relative  values.  The  DEIS  also  states  that  private  land  within  Zone  1  represents 
potential  acquisition  priorities.  This  does  not  go  far  enough.  Rather  than  sitting  back  and 
waiting  for  potential  acquisition  or  land  exchanges  to  present  themselves,  the  BLM 
should  take  an  affirmative  approach  to  acquire  these  important  and  critical  lands. 
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Regarding  the  adequacy  of  NEPA  analysis  and  disclosure,  the  DEIS  is  inadequate  under 
NEPA  as  a  programmatic  for  the  Donner  und  Blitzen  WSR  and  Owyhee  WSR  because  it 
is  far  too  geographically  broad  and  completely  lacks  the  analysis,  consideration,  and 
disclosure  required  in  an  EIS  for  a  river  management  plan  or  its  revision.  In  particular, 
the  BLM  has  had  two  successive  seasons  since  the  federal  court  enjoined  grazing  on 
public  lands  along  the  Donner  und  Blitzen  WSR,  and  will  have  one  more  before  the  FEIS 
is  performed  and  a  ROD  can  be  issued,  during  which  the  BLM  should  affirmatively 
gather  the  data  necessary  to  inform  itself  and  the  public  of  the  ramifications  of  alternative 
management  strategies  for  the  river.  Indeed,  the  DEIS  discloses  that  for  certain  areas, 
“data  is  currently  too  incomplete  to  make  an  accurate  assessment”  of  riparian  conditions. 
DEIS  App.  N  at  360.  Reviewing  such  data  gaps  in  the  EA  prepared  for  the  Owyhee  WSR 
management  plan,  the  Oregon  federal  court  held  that  that  violates  NEPA,  because  the 
BLM  cannot  make  affirmative  management  decisions  in  compliance  with  substantive 
federal  law  when  it  doesn’t  know  the  condition  or  trends  of  the  lands  it  intends  to 
manage. 

Similarly,  the  DEIS  states  that  all  riparian  sites  along  the  river  must  have  “adequate  cover 
and  height  of  vegetation  along  the  banks  and  overflow  zones  to  promote  natural  stream 
functions,”  DEIS  App.  N.  at  361 ,  but  fails  to  analyze  or  disclose  what  adequate  cover  and 
height  might  be. 

The  DEIS  states  that  the  BLM  intends  to  employ  adaptive  management  strategies 
including  timing,  seasons  of  use,  intensity,  and  frequency,  DEIS  App.  N  at  361 ,  but  fails 
to  analyze  or  disclose  what  any  of  those  broad  parameters  might  or  does  mean  along  the 
river  itself. 

The  DEIS  acknowledges  that  mountain  sagebrush  are  a  part  of  the  Donner  und  Blitzen 
WSR,  and  that  many  are  “stressed,  dead,  or  dying,”  DEIS  App.  N.  at  361,  but  fails  to 
analyze  or  disclose  anything  about  the  casual  relationship  between  livestock  grazing  and 
the  mountain  sagebrush  and  its  condition. 

For  the  Blitzen  Pasture,  the  DEIS  discloses  “guidelines”  specific  to  each  alternative  that 
prescribe  management  options  that  fail  to  directly  restore  or  protect  and  enhance  the 
river’s  values.  DEIS  App.  N  at  363,  First,  alternative  C  fails  to  state  where  the  proposed 
fences  would  be  located.  Second,  alternative  C  fails  to  define  what  “early  season”  means. 
Third,  the  DEIS  fails  to  analyze  or  disclose  whether  “trailing”  will  or  will  not  inhibit  the 
benefits  of  full  rest  or  exclusion.  Fourth,  the  DEIS  fails  to  analyze  or  disclose  the  range 
of  naturally  high  water,  or  whether  a  proposed  three-mcA  flood  zone  might  reveal  or 
disclose  anything  about  a  natural  hydrological  cycle.  Fifth,  the  DEIS  fails  to  analyze  or 
disclose  what  “median  stubble  height”  means;  it  fails  to  analyze  or  disclose  what  the 
“most  palatable  species”  in  the  Blitzen  Pasture  arc;  it  fails  to  analyze  or  disclose  what 
relationship  there  might  be  between  “median  stubble  height”  and  the  “most  palatable 
species”  in  the  pasture  and,  if  there  is  any  relationship,  how  any  such  plant  species  will  be 
fully  protected  and  enhanced  by  a  standard  such  a  stubble  height,  and  how  any  other  plant 
species  will  fare. 
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For  the  Little  Blitzen  Meadows  of  the  Fish  Creek/Big  Indian  Allotment,  the  DEIS 
acknowledges  that  some  young  and  seedling  trees  are  “developing,”  but  fails  to  analyze 
or  disclose  whether  that  it  due  to  the  rest  of  the  meadows  from  prolonged  cattle  grazing. 
DEIS  App.  N  at  364.  Alt  B  for  the  pasture  discusses  utilization  standards,  but  the 
standards  are  too  general  and  unspecified  to  restore  the  vegetation  in  the  pasture,  and  the 
DEIS  fails  to  disclose  any  relationship  between  the  standards  and  the  particular 
vegetation  in  the  pasture.  Alt.  C  discusses  stubble  height  and  a  flooding  zone  of  three 
inches,  but  fails  to  analyze  or  disclose  any  relationship  between  stubble  height  and  the 
plants  and  plant  communities  that  exist  in  the  pasture,  the  origin  of  a  three-inch  flood 
zone  as  an  appropriate  management  standard,  or  whether  there  is  any  relationship 
between  a  three-inch  “flooding  zone”  and  the  natural  hydrological  flow  and  fully 
protected  and  enhanced  values  in  the  Little  Blitzen  River. 

The  analysis,  consideration,  and  disclosure  on  water  quality  issues  on  the  Donner  und 
Blitzen  WSR  is  inadequate.  The  DEIS  acknowledges  that  federal  law  requires  the  BLM 
to  meet  state  water  quality  standards.  DEIS  2-30.  And  the  DEIS  acknowledges  that  at 
least  the  South  Fork  Blitzen  and  Little  Blitzen  are  “water  quality  limited”  for  the 
parameter  of  temperature.  But  the  DEIS  fails  to  consider  and  disclose  that  the 
designation  of  a  stream  as  “water  quality  limited”  means  that  techniques  such  as  “best 
management  practices”  have  been  determined  to  be  inadequate  to  achieve  water  quality 
standards.  Rather,  for  these  streams,  the  BLM  must  consider,  analyze,  and  disclose  new 
and  proven  management  techniques  to  restore  water  quality,  including  the  rest  of  riparian 
pastures  until  streams  achieve  standards. 

Thank  you  for  your  thoughtful  consideration  of  our  comments  on  the  Draft  Southeast 
Oregon  Resource  Management  Plan/Environmental  Impact  Statement. 

Sincerely, 

Is! 

Joy  Belsky,  Oregon  Natural  Desert  Association 
Gillian  Lyons,  Oregon  Natural  Desert  Association 
Pete  Frost,  National  Wildlife  Federation 
Mark  Salvo,  American  Lands  Alliance 

Doug  Heiken,  Oregon  Natural  Resources  Council  Fund  and  ONRC  Action 
Mark  Riskedahl,  Northwest  Environmental  Defense  Center 

cnc.  Appendices  (via  regular  mail) 
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February  12,  1999 


RECEIVED 


FEB  1  8  1999 

BURNS  DISTRICT 
BIM 


U.S.  Dept  of  the  loterior 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Glenn  Patterson 
Bums  District  Office 
HC74-12533  Hwy  20  West 
Hines,  OR  97738 


Following  comments  are  on  behalf  of  Prairie  Wood  Products,  (PWP),  and  Grant  Western 
Lumber  Company,  (GWLC).  PWP  and  GWLC  are  primary  forest  products 
manufacturers  in  Grant  County  and  rely  upon  public  timber  for  the  majority  of  raw 
materials.  As  such,  the  management  of  public  lands  b  vitally  Important  to  us  for  a  long¬ 
term,  sustainable  and  dependable  supply  of  timber. 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  review  the  draft  of  the  Southeast  Oregon  Resource 
Management  Plan,  E1S.  We  encourage  your  agency  to  effectively  manage  all  timber  stands 
by  means  of  timber  harvest.  Removing  inferior  trees  is  the  logical  approach  to  ensure 
forest  health.  To  achieve  dominance  of  healthy  Ponderosa  pine,  Douglas  fir  and  Western 
Ijirch  it  U  necessary  to  remove  undesirable  trees  which  are  finished  growing,  due  to 
maturation,  disease  or  physical  defects.  To  make  harvests  worthwhile,  trees  need  to  be  of 
adequate  srze.  Currently  the  timber  industry  b  experiencing  difficulty  obtaining  a 
substantial  amount  of  trees  over  15"  dbh. 

Existing  roads  need  to  be  utilized  when  possible  rather  than  constructing  new  road  systems. 

We  look  forward  to  discussing  options  which  are  advantageous  to  all  of  us  working  toward 
healthy  forest  management.  Please  consider  the  local  economy  in  your  deebion  making 
process. 


Sincerely, 

Renee'  Overton 


RECEIVED 

MAR  0  1  1999 

Bureau  of  Land  Management  BURNS  DISTRICT  2/28/99 

Vale  District  y 
1 00  Oregon  St. 

Vale.  OR.  97918 

Bums  District 

IIC  74-12533  Hwy.  20  W. 

Hines,  Or.  97738 


Re:  Southeastern  Oregon  Resource  Management  Plan  and  F.nvironmental  Impact 

Statement.  -  October  1998  Draft.  Document. 

I  have  the  following  comments  pertaining  to  the  above  draft  document;  the  majority  of 
which  are  in  regard  to  the  Wild  Horse  Program.  1  believe  that  this  document,  in  general, 
does  a  good  job  of  providing  for  the  proper  and  effective  management  of  wild  horses. 

Chapter  2:  Affected  Environment 

Page  2-13-  7th  Paragraph  -  The  statement  that  "  The  impacts  of  historical 
livestock  grazing  were  thus  concentrated  at  low  elevations.”  seems  to  ignore  the 
extremely  heavy  grazing  by  sheep  on  such  high  elevation  areas  as  Steens  Mtn. 

The  impacts  of  that  use  upon  the  vegetation  and  wildlife  of  these  areas  needs  to  be 
taken  into  account 


Page  3-16.  Objective  1.  Part  2.  Alt.C  .  -  Even  under  this  alternative,  which 
provides  for  both  natural  values  and  commodity  production,  this  proposal  strikes 
me  as  being  unreasonable.  Where  non  native  seedings  are  in  good  to  excellent 
condition,  why  is  there  a  need  to  take  steps  to  increase  vegetative  diversity  within 
them?  Why  not  leave  well  enough  alone  and  continue  to  make  use  of  these 
seedings  to  improve  the  surrounding  native  vegetation. 


-  Alternative  A.D  and  E  do  not  appear  to  meet  the 
requirements  of  the  stated  objective.  In  the  cases  of  A  and  E  they  also  do  not  meet 
the  requirements  of  the  Wild  and  Free  Roaming  Horse  and  Burro  Act. 


-  There  is  no  real  difference  between  references  to  water 
developments  in  .Alternatives  A  and  C.  1  believe  also  that  a  statement  could  be 
added  in  each  case  as  follows:  -  -  to  provide  for  water  developments  to  assure  a 
reliable  water  supply  during  drought  years. 
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Pages  3-92  &  94  -  This  section  raises  the  same  concerns  of  legality  and  the  need 
for  water  during  drought,  as  are  discussed  for  the  chart  on  pages  3-30  &  3 1 .  Also, 
under  Monitoring  on  page  3-92,  in  addition  to  horse  counts  for  numbers,  ages  and 
sex  distribution  should  also  determined 


-  The  discussion  concerning  the  favoring  of  Special 
Status  Plants  as  well  as  Big  Horn  Sheep  doesn’t  seem  to  be  quite  appropriate 
under  a  commodity  production  emphasis  alternative,  since  neither  of  them  would 
presumably  be  given  greater  consideration  than  wild  horses,  llie  discussion 
however  does  raise  some  questions  in  my  mind  as  to  whether  any  studies  have 
been  done  to  determine  what  impacts  wild  horse  use  has  had  on  these  plants  over 
the  period  of  their  coexistence.  It  also  raises  questions  as  to  whether  Big  Horn 
Sheep  and  Wild  Horse  habitat  competition  should  be  better  considered  prior  to  the 
reintroduction  of  the  Big  Horn  Sheep  into  HMA  areas. 

Page  4-1  OIL  Alternative  B  -  Where  it  says  "  AMLs  should  be  managed  much  the 
same  as  Alternative  A.  except  less  emphasis  is  placed  on  providing  livestock 
forage  over  wild  horse  forage."  It  should  say  1 


Thank  you  for  considering  ray  comments. 


Sincerely. 


SEOR  RAC  Member 


he.8rt/ary 


Mr.  Gary  cooper 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Vale  District  Office 
100  Oregon  Street 
Vale,  OR  97918 

Dear  Mr.  Cooper: 


*EceivEo 

^  ~  5  1993 

VALEd^ictBlki 


As  a  former  wildlife  biologist  for  27  years  for  the  BLM  in  the 
Burns  District  I  feel  well  qualified  to  comment  on  the  draft. 
Many  of  my  previous  comments  over  the  last  two  years  were 
ignored,  but  I  am  again  providing  these  comments  for  BLM  and  the 
public's  information.  My  comments  are  specific  to  the  Andrews 
Resource  Area  and  do  not  include  the  Vale  District  portion. 


General  Comments: 

This  draft  is  a  excessively  wordy,  repetitious  document  that  is 
confusing  and  difficult  for  the  reader  to  follow.  Seldom  can  one 
determine  what  is  planned  for  a  given  geographic  area  or  a 
grazing  allotment.  The  Three  Rivers  RMP  EIS  did  provide  that 
sort  of  detail  and  initially  was  to  be  a  pattern  for  the 
Southeast  Oregon  EIS,  but  these  drafts  got  more  vague  and  watered 
down  as  they  progressed.  The  skipmy  use  of  literature  cited 
reduces  the  credibility  of  much  of  it,  particularly  in  Chapter  4, 
Environmental  Consequences,  Appendix  N,  Dormer  and  Blitzen  River 
Plan  Revision,  and  Appendix  T,  Catlow  Conservation  Agreement 
Management  Direction  and  Analysis. 


Specific  Comments: 

P.  2-40 

Thousands  of  dollars  have  been  spent  on  inventory  of  redband 
trout  habitat  in  Steens  Mountain.  Why  was  this  data  not  used  in 
the  draft?  Riparian  habitat  and  fisheries  habitat  are  not  the 
same.  Considering  the  status  of  Catlow  redband  trout  and  that 
the  BLM  paid  for  inventory  of  all  of  it  on  public  land,  I  would 
suggest  including  it  in  the  revision  of  the  draft. 

P.  2-82 

Why  wasn't  a  range  of  AUMs  for  livestock  included  by  alternative? 
The  reader  has  no  way  of  knowing  what  this  figure  is.  You  could 
have  used  a  three  or  five  year  average  listed  by  resource  area 
and  provided  this  information  easily.  It  is  referred  to  without 
giving  a  number  at  numerous  places  in  the  text.  In  this  way  the 
reader  could  compare  what  has  been  allocated  to  livestock. 
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wildhorses,  and  wildlife. 

P.3-4 

Adaptive  Management:  This  is  a  bureaucratic  term  that  leads  into 
non-specific  proposed  actions  which  are  difficult  and  sometimes 
impossible  to  analyze.  The  lack  of  specificity  is  a  major  flaw 
in  this  document.  The  timing  of  management  actions/ 
identification  of  what  the  proposed  actions  even  are  and  numerous 
items  for  a  proper  analysis  are  missing.  After  observing 
adaptive  management  in  action  in  the  Andrews  Resource  Area,  I 
found  that  it  frequently  ignores  resource  damage  due  to  improper 
grazing  management,  and  does  not  follow  constraints  that  are 
often  part  of  the  proposed  action  in  NEPA  documents.  Adaptive 
management  is  so  vague  it  is  very  close  to  a  license  for  BLM  to 
do  anything  they  want  to  do  when  they  deem  it  appropriate. 

P.  3-21 

Acreage  figures  for  prescribed  burning  of  juniper,  big  sagebrush, 
and  aspen  mountain  brush  are  not  specific  enough.  For  example, 
in  Alternative  C,  260,000  acres  of  juniper  are  planned  for 
treatment.  How  much  is  planned  for  the  Andrews  Resource  Area? 

The  title  of  this  section  is  'Detailed  Descriptions  of  the 
Alternatives  (p.  3-9),  but  it  isn't  detailed  at  all.  The  acreage 
of  proposed  sagebrush  control  isn' t  even  included  in  the  section 
on  rangeland  vegetation  (p.  3-16  to  3-19)  so  the  reader  has  to 
find  this  elsewhere. 

P.  3-66  to  3-69 

All  of  the  alternatives  prescribe  deferment  of  grazing  following 
prescribed  burning.  This  is  sound  management  as  plants  and  soil 
on  newly  burned  areas  are  subject  to  damage  during  that  period. 

In  1998  resource  damage  occurred  as  cattle  were  allowed  to  graze 
the  large  area  that  was  prescribed  burned  in  the  South  Steens 
area  in  1997.  if  the  two  year  deferment  is  needed  why  wasn't 
this  done  in  South  Steens  in  1998? 

P.  3-71 

Alternative  C,  first  sentence:  What  happens  on  the  remaining  30 
percent  of  the  sagebrush  habitat?  Thirty  percent  of  that  total 
is  a  huge  area.  These  percentages  are  pertinent  to  the 

other  alternatives. 

P.3-120 

Alvord  Peak  ACEC:  My  previous  comments  on  former  drafts  indicated 
that  part  of  the  reason  for  designation  of  the  Alvord  Peak  ACEC 
was  the  minerals  activity  that  has  occurred  there.  This  has  not 
been  included  in  your  narrative.  See  1982  Land  Use  Plan,  RPS, 
draft,  Andrews  Grazing  Management  Program  EIS  (draft)  1982,  and 
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P.  4-21  through  4-23 

Alternative  C:  This  level  of  juniper  control  plus  the  level  of 
sagebrush  control  that  is  planned  would  not  meet  wildlife  needs. 
Numerous  species  would  be  adversely  affected.  These  include  mule 
deer,  Rocky  Mountain  elk,  and  sage  grouse,  but  there  are  also 
many  other  species,  such  as  Preble's  shrew  and  sage  thrasher  that 
would  decline.  It  isn't  only  the  610,000  acres  of  brush  and  tree 
control  that  impacts  them  but  also  the  wildfires  and  brush 
control  that  occurs  on  private  property.  On  November  17,  1997, 
after  the  Environmental  Consequences  was  prepared,  I  was  first 
notified  that  of  the  610,000  acres  to  be  burned,  440,000  acres 
would  be  in  the  Andrews  Resource  area.  The  440,000  acres  in 
Andrews  is  not  stated  in  the  draft.  Since  much  of  the  Wyoming 
big  sagebrush  is  prone  to  cheatgrass  infestation  following 
burning,  most  of  the  burning  would  be  above  the  mountain  big 
sagebrush.  Wildlife  needs  would  not  be  met  at  this  level.  The 
impact  analysis  is  inaccurate  and  inadequate  in  this  section  and 
P.  4-66  through  4-97.  There  is  an  abundance  of  literature 
available  to  provide  an  improved  analysis. 

P.  4-23  and  4-36 

Alternative  D:  At  these  levels  of  brush  control  wildlife  needs 
may  be  met  if  constraints  protecting  key  habitats  are  followed. 
Again,  part  of  this  depends  on  how  much  of  the  total  would  be  in 
the  Andrews  Resource  Area,  and  a  more  detailed  breakdown  on  acres 
to  be  treated  is  needed. 

P.  4-60,  paragraph  5 

33  miles  of  fish  habitat  negatively  impacted  by  wildhorses:  Where 
are  the  miles  for  the  other  alternative?  How  many  miles  are 
impacted  by  cattle? 

P.  4-80,  last  paragraph,  sentence  3 

Impacts  would  occur  where  juniper  is  'normally  patchy,  rare,  or 
absent."  This  is  an  inaccurate  statement. 

P.  4-81,  paragraph  5 

This  paragraph  concerning  adverse  impacts  from  wildhorses  on 
water  for  wildlife  is  true.  It  is  also  true  that  in  some  areas. 
Fields  Basin  for  example,  BLM  allowed  cattle  to  drink  dry  water 
used  by  bighorn  sheep,  mule  deer,  sage  grouse,  antelope  and  other 
wildlife  during  drought  years. 

P.  4-92  through  4-97 

The  type  of  detail  provided  for  bighorns  is  needed  for  other 
species.  How  would  the  reader  know  what  the  impacts  are  on  these 
other  species  based  on  what  is  in  the  draft? 


ACEC  files.  Of  the  two  wildlife  ACECs  designated  in  1982  by 
BLM,  both  of  them  are  to  be  dropped  in  this  draft.  These 
designations  should  be  retained. 

P.  3-193 

Pickett  Rim  ACEC:  The  narrative  in  this  section  understates  the 
significance  of  this  area  as  a  wildlife  resource.  This  is  a 
deliberate  understatement  of  wildlife  values  so  that  the  Pickett 
RIM  ACEC  can  be  dropped  from  designation.  However,  the 
significance  of  the  Pickett  Rim  ACEC,  when  added  to  the  proposed 
North  Catlow  Rim  ACEC,  is  accurately  stated  on  page  420  of  the 
appendix,  paragraph  7,  'The  Catlow  Rim  provides  as  dense  a 
breeding  population  of  golden  eagles  as  anywhere  in  the  western 
United  States." 

P.  3-209 

North  Catlow  Rim  ACEC:  In  addition  to  my  comments  above  I  would 
add  that  this  area  has  outstanding  wildlife  resources  with  a 
substantial  population  of  bighorn  sheep,  deer  winter  range, 
abundant  chukars,  outstanding  riparian  and  wildlife  values  in 
Three  Mile  and  Home  Creek  canyons,  plus  Catlow  Redband  trout. 

P.  3-205 

Catlow  Redband  Trout  ACEC,  Alternative  C:  The  rationale  for  this 
is  inaccurate  for  Home  Creek  and  Three  Mile  Creek  below  Catlow 
Rim.  This  is  fenced  federal  range.  This  was  never  analyzed  in 
detail  in  this  draft.  Under  'adaptive  management"  would  lower 
Three  Mile  Creek  be  grazed  by  ten  cows  or  a  thousand  cows? 

P.  4-15 

The  assumption  that  10  percent  of  the  juniper  would  remain 
untreated:  These  figures  do  not  match  with  Alternative  B  (80,000 
acres)  and  are  inconsistent  with  Appendix  p.  373  (50%  juniper 
cover) . 

P.  4-21 

Conclusion  that  juniper  would  decline  slightly:  I  don't  think 
80,000  acres  of  juniper  control  is  a  slight  decline;  if  you  use 
your  figures  that  there  are  350,000  acres  of  juniper,  then  this 
is  almost  23  percent. 

P.  4-20 

No  mention  of  impacts  on  fish  in  Alternative  A,  but  it  was 
referred  to  in  B  and  C. 

P.  4-16  through  4-23 

Wildlife  impacts  are  very  skimpy  or  absent  in  this  section. 
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P.  4-98 

How  many  AUMs  are  allocated  to  wildhorses? 

P.  4-105 

Domestic  sheep  AUMS  are  how  many? 

P.4-105 

What  is  the  estimate  on  increased  TNR  by  alternative?  How  much 
has  been  allocated  and  where  during  the  last  three  years  in  the 
Andrews  Resource  Area? 

P.  4-107,  paragraph  10 

Permitted  AUMs  are  how  much  by  alternative?  Five  percent  of 
what?  How  would  the  reader  know  this  without  a  number? 

P.  4-120 

Where  is  the  analysis  of  snowmobile  impacts  on  wildlife  or  the 
impact  of  the  authorized  helicopter  skiing  on  deer  and  other 
wildlife  wintering  on  the  Steens? 

P.  4-140,  paragraph  2,  first  sentence 

Meadows  are  not  rare  on  Steens  Mountain.  They  are  present  at 
numerous  places  on  private  and  public  land.  Perhaps  a  better 
word  than  'rare"  could  be  found. 


APPENDICES 

P.  51,  element  4,  second  sentence 

Evaluation  of  riparian  condition  and  water  quality  within  5  to  10 
years . 

In  1982  the  BLM  published  the  draft  Andrews  Grazing  Management 
Program  EIS,  a  proposed  Land  Use  Plan,  and  other  documents  that 
highlighted  where  riparian  problems  were.  These  documents  and 
the  inventories  that  preceded  them  cost  taxpayers  thousands  of 
dollars.  Many  of  the  changes  planned  as  a  result  of  these 
documents  were  never  implemented  on  streams  with  poor  riparian 
condition,  such  as  portions  of  McCoy  Creek  and  upper  Riddle 
Creek.  Now  BLM  comes  up  with  another  schedule  of  studies  that 
may  take  5  to  10  years  to  implement  change.  Management  on  these 
problem  areas  needs  to  occur  now,  not  in  another  5  years  or  more. 
See  Element  6  for  what  the  time  frame  should  be  (which  is  before 
the  next  grazing  season) . 

P.  315,  paragraph  3,  second  sentence 

This  is  inaccurate.  Golden  eagles  remain  on  the  nest  until  mid¬ 
summer  before  fledging. 
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P.  315-317 

This  section  needs  to  include  salt  desert  shrub,  stream  side 
riparian,  meadows,  wetlands,  mountain  brush,  aspen,  subalpine, 
and  natural  grasslands. 

P.  319 

Add  6  species  of  bats  to  the  list.  These  are  on  file  in  the 
Burns  District  BLM  office  or  with  the  Oregon  Heritage  Program. 

P.  332 

Add  stipulations  for  helicopter  skiing  authorized  on  Steens 
Mountain. 

P.  360 

Proposed  Management:  The  grazing  use  proposed  by  alternatives  is 
vague  and  needs  to  be  revised.  The  intensity  of  livestock  use  is 
one  of  the  two  most  important  factors  in  determining  the  success 
of  livestock  grazing  (timing  of  grazing  is  the  other) ,  Clary  and 
Webster  1989.  No  livestock  numbers  are  proposed  in  any 
alternative  for  either  the  Fish  Creek-Big  Indian  Allotment  nor 
the  South  Steens  Allotment.  Are  we  talking  about  100  cows,  1,000 
or  4,000  cows  in  pasture?  The  numbers  of  cattle  have  a  strong 
influence  on  the  intensity  of  grazing. 

P.  361,  paragraph  6(2) 

Bank  Damage:  In  1998  BLM  authorized  livestock  use  in  the  Home 
Creek  area  during  a  wet  spring  with  one  of  the  wettest  June's  on 
record.  This  section  of  stream  is  in  poor  condition.  Bank 
damage  was  severe  with  bank  caving,  hoof  punching  and  trampling. 
How  do  you  propose  to  control  this  in  the  future? 

P.  361,  second  paragraph  from  the  bottom 

South  Steens  Allotment:  Within  the  Environmental  Consequences 
section  there  should  be  additional  discussion  about  the  effects 
of  the  prescribed  burning  program  on  riparian  areas  as  the 
present  discussion  is  almost  nonexistent  in  any  detail.  Within 
the  400  acres  cited  in  the  text  there  have  been  serious  adverse 
impacts  due  to  prescribed  burning  that  have  happened  to  woody 
riparian  species  along  the  upper  mile  of  the  South  Fork  of  the 
Blitzen  River,  a  very  degraded  section  of  stream  with  inadequate 
shade  for  ameliorating  peak  water  temperatures  during  the  summer. 
The  proactive  vegetation  restoration  cited  at  numerous  places  in 
the  draft  burned  out  willows  that  are  used  by  macro  invertebrates 
which  are  the  primary  food  source  for  redband  trout  and  used  by 
insectivorous  songbirds  that  heavily  use  riparian  areas.  Willows 
and  junipers  in  this  area  are  the  primary  source  of  woody  shade 
for  this  section  of  stream.  The  action  of  burning  riparian  areas 
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invertebrates  are  also  part  of  the  wildlife  present  in  the  area 
and  obviously  some  of  them  are  Special  Status  Species  in  the  EIS 
area. 

P.  367 

Alternative  C:  Severe  trampling  may  occur  when  cattle  graze  a 
short  reach  of  stream  as  proposed  with  the  division  fence.  This 
can  have  adverse  effects  on  riparian  areas  and  the  wildlife  using 
them.  As  demonstrated  on  Home  Creek  in  1998,  BLM  is  reluctant  to 
have  cattle  removed  due  to  bank  damage  once  they  are  in  a 
pasture.  Should  cattle  be  in  this  area  when  wet  weather  sets  in, 
damage  is  likely  to  occur. 

The  second  factor  previously  cited  (referring  to  Appendix  P.  360) 
that  has  a  strong  influence  cn  the  success  of  grazing  systems  for 
successful  riparian  restoration  is  timing  of  grazing  (Clary  and 
Webster  1989) .  The  proposed  use  past  mid- July  is  unwise  and  it 
is  pushing  the  later  end  of  the  period  when  one  is  likely  to  get 
significant  regrowth.  Research  by  Dr.  Tony  Svejcar  and  my  self 
in  the  South  Steens  area  during  two  excellent  growing  seasons 
found  little  regrowth  in  August.  These  four  study  areas  included 
two  sites  within  the  Blitzen  Wild  and  Scenic  area.  These  results 
are  also  supported  by  those  reported  by  Sheeter  and  Svejcar 
(1997),  Clary  (1996),  and  Dovell  (1996). 

P.  368 

Alternatives  C  and  D:  Impacts  for  C  and  D  are  not  similar  to  that 
of  B.  B  has  a  45  percent  level  on  the  herbaceous  and  C  and  D 
have  a  3"  stubble  height,  far  less  than  that  of  45  percent.  B  is 
preferred  over  C  and  D  for  riparian  recovery. 

P.  377 

Riparian  salt  desert  shrub  and  other  habitats  should  be  added. 

P.  418 

The  trend  was  not  up  on  Home  Creek  in  the  Steens  Pasture  in  1998. 
Livestock  use  was  severe.  BLM  knew  that  severe  cattle  use  was 
occurring  in  the  Home  Creek  riparian  area  and  cattle  were  not 
removed  until  the  damage  had  been  done.  This  was  the  second  year 
out  of  five  that  the  45  percent  utilization  standard  was  ignored 
by  BLM.  If  the  changes  needed  on  the  Home  Creek  riparian  area 
are  to  occur,  then  a  different  management  philosophy  is  needed 
than  presently  exists.  Severe  use  plus  heavy  trampling  on  muddy 
soil  left  this  proactively  managed  stream  in  sorry  shape  by  the 
fall  of  1998. 


was  contrary  to  constraints  in  the  South  Steens  AMP  Environmental 
Analysis  that  were  aimed  at  improving  the  woody  cover  along 
steams.  Deliberate  burning  of  riparian  areas  and/or  the  upland 
cover  adjacent  to  it  by  BLM  occurred  two  years,  in  1996  and  1997. 

P.  362 

In  the  South  Steens  AMP  Environmental  Analysis  the  proposed 
utilization  level  for  the  South  Fork  Blitzen  River  was  45  percent 
on  the  herbaceous  riparian  vegetation.  In  a  draft  I  reviewed  on 
March  25,  >1998,  the  herbaceous  riparian  stubble  height  had 
dropped  to  4".  I  cited  four  wildlife  biologists  besides  myself 
that  did  not  believe  4"  was  adequate  for  wildlife  needs.  These 
were  Fred  Taylor  (Burns  BLM),  Gary  Ivey  (then  with  USFWS),  Dr. 
David  Dob kins  (Bend,  Oregon),  and  Terrell  Rich  (Boise  BLM). 

These  people  collectively  have  over  a  hundred  years  of  experience 
in  wildlife  management.  Now  the  stubble  height  standard  is  3". 
This  will  not  meet  wildlife  needs  and  will  not  meet  the  'enhance 
and  protect"  standard  for  wildlife  on  scenic  rivers.  In  addition 
to  the  impact  of  cover  removal  on  wildlife  there  is  also 
trampling,  disturbance  due  to  livestock  grazing  and  grazing 
encourages  cowbird  parasitism.  Cover  should  be  12"  of  stubble 
height  minimum.  These  comments  are  applicable  to  all  pastures 
grazed  in  the  Blitzen  Wild  and  Scenic  River  and  Catlow  streams 
area  where  there  is  stream  side  riparian  habitat. 

P.  366 

Blitzen  Pasture,  last  sentence  under  Impacts:  The  three  weeks 
cited  where  wildlife  cover  would  be  inadequate  would  be  at  a 
critical  time  as  reproduction  and  nesting  is  occurring.  This 
period  is  longer  than  three  weeks.  See  scientific  literature. 

Blitzen  Pasture,  Alternative  A:  The  fisheries  discussion  is 
inadequate.  The  effects  of  a  closely  cropped  riparian  area,  for 
example,  with  a  3"  stubble  height,  and  its  effect  on  macro 
invertebrates  is  not  discussed.  Almost  every  aquatic  macro 
invertebrate  is  dependent  on  terrestrial  habitat  for  reproduction 
as  part  of  its  life  cycle  and  many  utilize  the  riparian  area 
extensively  (Erman,  1984) .  Closely  cropped  riparian  areas  are 
inferior  for  the  reproduction  of  many  species. 

The  effect  of  increased  turbidity  due  to  livestock  in  streams  and 
due  to  bank  shearing  is  not  discussed  adequately.  There  is 
considerable  information  in  the  scientific  literature  on  this. 
Trout  are  primarily  sight  feeders  and  turbid  water  impacts  them. 
Also,  turbidity  affects  reproduction  and  the  macro  invertebrates 
discussed  above.  An  abundance  of  macro  invertebrate  data  has 
been  collected  by  BLM  over  the  years  for  steams  in  the  wild  and 
scenic  river  area  and  results  should  be  included.  Macro 
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P.  422 

A  division  fence  is  needed  to  improve  much  of  Home  Creek  as 
riding  to  herd  cattle  out  of  the  riparian  area  and  poor  use 
supervision  has  had  limited  success.  This  could  be  either  the 
Home  Creek  Fence  or  the  Lauserica  Fence.  The  Stevens  Fence  is 
not  needed  and  would  be  another  hazard  for  bighorn  sheep  using 
the  Catlow  Rim  area. 

P.  423 

Environmental  Consequences 

General  Comment:  Unless  there  is  proper  use  supervision  none  of 
these  grazing  proposals  will  be  successful.  The  degraded 
conditions  present  are  clearly  the  result  of  improper  livestock 
grazing  and  this  steam  should  have  five  years  of  complete  nonuse 
prior  to  commencement  of  a  grazing  system.  If  it  absolutely  must 
be  grazed  to  squeeze  in  AUMs  for  cattle,  then  July  30  is  too 
late.  Cattle  should  be  off  of  this  area  by  June  15,  and  more 
rest  than  one  out  of  four  years  is  needed.  Data  collected  by  Dr. 
Svejcar  and  me  in  1997  and  1998  found  at  least  four  to  five  times 
more  regrowth  of  herbaceous  riparian  vegetation  occurred  in  mid- 
June  than  in  mid-July,  and  those  studies  were  on  better  condition 
riparian  sites  at  higher  elevations  than  most  of  Home  Creek  in 
the  section  discussed  in  the  draft.  Also,  those  studies  were 
completed  in  excellent  water  years  which  would  favor  more 
regrowth.  During  drought  years  getting  livestock  off  the 
riparian  area  of  Home  Creek  should  be  by  mid-May. 


GENERAL  COMMENT  ON  THE  DRAFT 


The  preferred  alternative  can  only  be  determined  by  a  complete 
revision  of  the  draft  as  there  is  a  need  for  a  more  detailed  and 
accurate  description  in  many  major  sections.  There  are  many  of 
the  preferred  alternative  sections  lacking  in  scientific 
credibility  and  many  that  ignored  data  available  to  BLM.  Oregon 
Department  of  Fish  and  Wildlife  needs  to  be  more  involved  in 
these  decisions  as  BLM' s  role  in  impacting  wildlife  habitat  can 
have  dire  and  long  term  consequences  on  wildlife  managed  by  ODFW. 
In  general  I  would  support  Alternative  D  as  it  has  more  emphasis 
on  natural  values.  However,  Alternative  D  would  not  control 
livestock  adequately  on  much  of  Home  Creek  and  would  not  maintain 
ACEC  designation  for  the  only  two  ACECs  that  were  designated  for 
wildlife  in  1982. 

I  hope  my  comments  will  be  given  serious  consideration  for  your 
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next  revision  of  the  draft. 


LITERATURE  CITED 


Sincerely, 

Erman,  Nancy,  1984.  The  use  of  riparian  systems  by  aquatic 

insects.  California  Riparian  Systems-Ecology,  Conservation, 
and  Productive  Management.  Univ.  Of  California  Press, 
Berkeley,  CA,  P.  177-182. 

Guy  Sheeter 

Clary,  W.P.  and  B.F.  Webster,  1989.  Managing  grazing  of  riparian 
areas  in  the  intermountain  region.  Gen.  Tech.  Rep.  INT 
263,  USDA  Forest  Service,  Int.  Res.  Stat,  Ogden,  UT. 

Clary,  W.P.,  1996.  Riparian  plant  regrowth  -  maybe  not  as  much 
as  you  think!  Proceedings  49th  Annual  Meeting  Society  for 
Range  Management,  P.  13-14. 

Sheeter,  G.R.  and  T.  Svejcar,  1997.  Stream  side  vegetation 
regrowth  after  clipping.  Rangelands  19(1)  P.  30-31. 


10 


11 


236 


L-237 


received 

MAR  0  3  1999 

BURNS  DISTRICT 
BLM 

February  26,  1 999 


Mr.  Glenn  Patterson 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Bums  District  Office 
HC  74-12533  Hwy.  20  West 
Hines,  Oregon  97738 

Dear  Mr.  Patterson: 

I  am  responding  to  your  draft  of  the  Southern  Oregon  Resource  Management 
Plan/Environmental  Impact  Statement.  I  wish  to  commend  you  and  your  colleagues  for 
your  detailed  and  thoughtful  analysis.  I  am  a  long-term  resident  of  Oregon  (60  years)  and 
have  sustained  a  continuing  interest  in  changes  occurring  in  our  state  and  need  for  land 
use  review. 

As  a  teacher  of  courses  concerned  with  Oregon,  I  have  devoted  considerable  time  to 
visiting  and  photographing  every  region.  1  have  also  watched  the  onslaught  of  tourism, 
which  of  course,  brings  benefits  as  well  as  challenges.  Based  on  my  experience  in 
Oregon  and  elsewhere  (I  am  giving  a  presentation  soon  on  tourism  in  Ireland),  can 
appreciate  the  delicate  governmental  decisions  required  to  maintain  livability  while 
serving  the  needs  of  visitors. 

Your  alternative:  Protect  natural  values  while  providing  for  commodity  production 
appears  to  be  the  best  choice.  An  option  which  doesn’t  chase  existing  ranchers  to  the 
welfare  rolls  while  preventing  the  kind  of  commercial  development  that  virtually  destroys 
the  features  found  so  attractive  to  visitors  in  the  beginning.  ITierefore,  you  should  restrict 
any  new  commercial  development  with  all  your  might. 

Keep  up  the  good  work. 

Sincerely, 

GH  Searl  (Joe) 


Joshua  L  Warburton 

President 


To:  Burns  District.  BLM:  Attn  Glenn  Patterson 
From:  Josh  and  Denise  Warburton 
Subject:Response  To  SE0RMP7EIS 

Attached  is  our  response  to  your  draft  RMP/EIS  for  Southeastern  Oregon 
We  thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  participate  in  this  critical  process  for 
the  future  management  and  protection  of  our  public  land  resources.  If  you 
have  any  questions  pertaining  to  the  information  given,  please  feel  free  to 
contact  us  at  542  493-241  5 


Letters  -  255 


-2- 


SOUTHEASTERN  OREGON 

RESOURCE  MANAGEMENT  PLAN/ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT 
STATEMENT:  SEORMP/EIS 

COMMENTS  AND  RECOMMENDATIONS  II.  Land  Tenure  Policy  Change,  (Ref.  Appendix  L;  p.  337). 

Zone  1:  Retention/ Acquisition 


TOPICS 

I.  Proposed  National  Conservation  Area  (NCA)  for  the  Steens 
Mountain  and  it's  related  systems:  (reference  Chapter  3-42). 

Issue:  The  issue  is  whether  or  not  to  designate,  preferably  through 

Congressional  action,  the  Steens  Mountain  complex  with  special  status.  It 
has  long  been  recognized  through  previous  initiatives  and  planning  that 
the  Steens  Mountain  is  worthy  of  special  attention  and  possibly 
designation.  It  is  one  of  the  most  diversified  representatives  of  the  Great 
Basin  Physiographic  Region  and  offers  essentially  all  the  life  zones  or 
habitat  types  within  a  relatively  small  area  The  proposed  area,  coupled 
with  the  adjacent  Malhuer  Wildlife  Refuge,  would  offer  a  holistic  system 
under  special  status,  from  the  snow  capped  subalpine  zone  to  the  closed 
basin  at  the  end  of  the  natural  systems  In  addition,  current  access  via  the 
Loop  Road,  allows  one  to  experience  this  diversity  by  conventional 
highway  vehicles  It  is  essentially  available  to  all  publics. 

The  areas  ecological  and  scenic  attributes  are  also  sensitive  and  warrant 
special  consideration  and  management.  In  addition,  the  broken  land 
pattern  offers  many  opportunities  for  land  tenure  adjustments  which 
would  facilitate  more  effective  management  of  public  lands  as  well  as 
private  holdings.  Providing  special  status  such  as  a  National  Conservation 
Area  (NCA),  would  give  the  area  the  national  attention  to  proceed  with  an 
aggressive  land  tenure  adjustment  program  as  well  as  adequate 
maintenance  of  existing  public  service  facilities. 

Recommendation:  It  is  recommended  that  the  BLM  pursue  the 

designation  of  the  area,  primarily  as  proposed,  through  Congressional 
action  Adjustments  in  boundaries  and  specific  management  prescriptions 
should  be  developed  with  diversified  public  involvement,  not  restricted  to 
land  owners  within  the  proposed  area 


"Zone  1  land  bos  been  identified  for  retention  in  public  ownership  These  ere 
elso  eras  where  emphasis  will  be  pieced  on  acquisition  of  lend  conteining  hi  eh 
public  resource  velues  through  such  methods  es  exebenge.  purchese.  donelion  or 
public  agency  jurisdictional  transfers.  Zones  1  land  may  contain  significant  visual, 
wildlife  watershed,  vegetative,  cultural  and  other  public  resource  values  and  are 
generally  well  blocked  Land  within  Zone  1  aaay  be  exchanged  for  ether 
Zone  1  land  with  higher  resource  values 

Issue:  Currently  policy  direction  as  set  in  the  Andrews  MFP/EIS.  provides 
retention  of  all  lands  designated  as  Zone  1  lands.  This  direction  was 
established  to  protect  those  high  value  resource  lands  which  were 
identified  by  the  various  publics  through  the  plan  completed  in  1987  It 
was.  at  that  lime,  identified  by  various  interests  that  any  lands  having 
" high  public  resource  values'  should  be  retained  and  not  disposed 
of.  This  rational  is  based  upon  the  fact  that  there  is  a  wide  diversity  of 
values  associated  with  public  lands,  as  identified  by  the  Federal  Land 
Policy  and  Management  Act  of  1975  (FLPMA)  These  values  share  in 
importance  when  managing  the  public  land  resources,  and  only  those 
values  which  have  special  status,  i.e  federal  or  state  listed  species,  special 
status  waterways  or  lands  would  receive  higher  consideration. 

Therefore,  to  trade  one  value  off  for  another  at  the  discretion  of  the 
bureaucracy,  without  the  extensive  input  of  the  public  provided  by  a 
formal  RMP  amendment  and  EIS,  would  not  meet  the  intent  of  NEPA.  Also, 
it  would  not  provide  for  the  long  term  protection  of  those  resource  values 
identified  and  recognized  by  the  public  in  this  RMP/EIS  process.  In 
addition,  the  policy  change  refers  to  trading  for  'higher  resource 
values'  within  the  Zone  1  category  This  allows  for  too  much  subjectivity 
and  discretion  on  the  part  of  the  decision  maker.  What  is  high  for  some 
may  be  of  little  or  no  interest  to  others 

To  dispose  of  any  public  lands  with  high  public  resource  values  would  be  a 
permanent  loss,  not  only  to  those  publics  currently  sensitive  to  those 
values,  but  for  generation  yet  to  come  Any  loss  of  a  public  resources 
results  is  a  net  loss  to  the  public  and  a  negative  impact  to  the  system  in 
which  that  resource  occurs. 
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II.  Land  Tenure  Policy  Change.  (Ref.  Appendix  L;  p.  337). 

Zone  1:  Retention/ Acquisition. 

" Zone  1  land  has  been  identified  for  retention  in  public  ownership  These  are 
also  areas  where  emphasis  will  be  placed  on  acquisition  of  land  containing  h  tab 
public  resource  values  through  such  methods  as  exchange  purchase,  donation  or 
public  agency  jurisdictional  transfers  Zone  1  land  may  contain  signincant  visual, 
wildlife,  watershed,  vegetative,  cultural  and  other  public  resource  values  and  are 
generally  well  blocked  Land  within  Zone  1  may  be  exchanged  for  other 
Zone  1  land  with  higher  resource  values 

Issue:  Currently  policy  direction  as  set  in  the  Andrews  MFP/EIS,  provides 
retention  of  all  lands  designated  as  Zone  1  lands.  This  direction  was 
established  to  protect  those  high  value  resource  lands  which  were 
identified  by  the  various  publics  through  the  plan  completed  in  1987.  It 
was.  at  that  time,  identified  by  various  interests  that  any  lands  having 
'high  public  resource  values'  should  be  retained  and  not  disposed 
of.  This  rational  is  based  upon  the  fact  that  there  is  a  wide  diversity  of 
values  associated  with  public  lands,  as  identified  by  the  Federal  Land 
Policy  and  Management  Act  of  1975  (FLPMA).  These  values  share  in 
importance  when  managing  the  public  land  resources,  and  only  those 
values  which  have  special  status,  i.e.  federal  or  state  listed  species,  special 
status  waterways  or  lands  would  receive  higher  consideration. 

Therefore,  to  trade  one  vaiue  off  for  another  at  the  discretion  of  the 
bureaucracy,  without  the  extensive  input  of  the  public  provided  by  a 
formal  RMP  amendment  and  EIS,  would  not  meet  the  intent  of  NEPA.  Also, 
it  would  not  provide  for  the  long  term  protection  of  those  resource  values 
identified  and  recognized  by  the  public  in  this  RMP/EIS  process.  In 
addition,  the  policy  change  refers  to  trading  for  'higher  resource 
values'  within  the  Zone  1  category.  This  allows  for  too  much  subjectivity 
and  discretion  on  the  part  of  the  decision  maker  What  is  high  for  some 
may  be  of  little  or  no  interest  to  others 

To  dispose  of  any  public  lands  with  high  public  resource  values  would  be  a 
permanent  loss,  not  only  to  those  publics  currently  sensitive  to  those 
values,  but  for  generation  yet  to  come.  Any  loss  of  a  public  resources 
results  is  a  net  loss  to  the  public  and  a  negative  impact  to  the  system  in 
which  that  resource  occurs 


Recommendation:  Retain  current  policy  to  identify  public  lands  with 
high  public  resource  values  and  retain  them  in  public  ownership. 
Reevaluate  proposed  land  classification  Zone  designations  to  insure  that 
lands  with  Zone  1  designation  have  high  public  resource  values. 


III.  Areas  Of  Critical  Environmental  Concern  (ACEC):  Reference 
Chapter  3-125  and  193). 

Pickett  Rim  ACEC 

Issue:  De-designation  of  public  lands  supporting  sensitive  and 
critical  public  land  resources. 

The  area  known  as  Pickett  Rim,  located  to  the  west  and  south  of  the 
historical  settlement  of  Frenchglen.  was  identified  during  the  Andrews 
MFP/EIS  as  having  high  wildlife  values,  specifically  raptor  nesting  and 
roosting  habitats  and  big  game  critical  winter  range  The  area  supports 
nesting,  roosting  and  feeding  habitats  of  sensitive  birds  of  prey  including 
the  federally  listed  Golden  Eagle.  Ferruginous  Hawk,  Prairie  Falcon.  Red 
Tail  Hawk.  Turkey  Vulture.  Great  Horned  Owl  and  potential  habitat  for  the 
threatened  Peregrine  Falcon.  The  area  was  also  historical  Peregrine  Falcon 
habitat,  and  at  least  two  unconfirmed  sightings  of  Peregrine  Falcons  were 
made  during  the  springs  of  1987  and  1988  respectively  in  the  ACEC  area 

Recommendation:  The  area  currently  under  the  Pickett  Rim  ACEC 

designation  should  be  expanded  to  extend  down  the  Pickett  south  to  the 
south  boundary  of  Secs.  9,  10  &  11.  and  extend  north  approximately  1.5 
miles  north  of  Frenchglen  to  north  boundary  of  Sec.  34  U  35:  and  to  the 
Malheur  Wildlife  Refuge  (MWR)  boundary  to  the  east  (see  Exhibit  A). 

This  expansion  of  the  current  boundary  would  then  include  the  feeding 
and  tree  nesting  habitats  of  raptors  and  also  the  critical  deer  winter  range 
which  borders  the  MWR.  This  new  boundary  would  then  provide  the  "flag 
for  sensitive  wildlife  habitats  to  assist  in  the  BLM  in  meeting  their  legal 
mandates  to  protect  an  manage  high  value  public  land  resources  (See 
Exhibit  B.  photos). 
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Kecommendation:  Retain  current  policy  to  identify  public  lands  with 
high  public  resource  values  and  retain  them  in  public  ownership. 
Reevaluate  proposed  land  classification  Zone  designations  to  insure  that 
lands  with  Zone  1  designation  have  high  public  resource  values 


III.  Areas  Of  Critical  Environmental  Concern  ( ACEC):  Reference 
Chapter  3-125  and  193). 

Pickett  Ri  m  ACEC 

Issue:  De-designation  of  public  lands  supporting  sensitive  and 
critical  public  land  resources. 

The  area  known  as  Pickett  Rim.  located  to  the  west  and  south  of  the 
historical  settlement  of  Frenchglen,  was  identified  during  the  Andrews 
MFP/EIS  as  having  high  wildlife  values,  specifically  raptor  nesting  and 
roosting  habitats  and  big  game  critical  winter  range  The  area  supports 
nesting,  roosting  and  feeding  habitats  of  sensitive  birds  of  prey  including 
the  federally  listed  Golden  Eagle,  Ferruginous  Hawk,  Prairie  Falcon,  Red 
Tail  Hawk,  Turkey  Vulture,  Great  Horned  Owl  and  potential  habitat  for  the 
threatened  Peregrine  Falcon.  The  area  was  also  historical  Peregrine  Falcon 
habitat,  and  at  least  two  unconfirmed  sightings  of  Peregrine  Falcons  were 
made  during  the  springs  of  1987  and  1988  respectively  in  the  ACEC  area. 

Recommendation:  The  area  currently  under  the  Pickett  Rim  ACEC 

designation  should  be  expanded  to  extend  down  the  Pickett  south  to  the 
south  boundary  of  Secs.  9.  10  U  11.  and  extend  north  approximately  1.5 
miles  north  of  Frenchglen  to  north  boundary  of  Sec.  34  &  35:  and  to  the 
Malheur  Wildlife  Refuge  (MWR)  boundary  to  the  east  (see  Exhibit  A). 

This  expansion  of  the  current  boundary  would  then  include  the  feeding 
and  tree  nesting  habitats  of  raptors  and  also  the  critical  deer  winter  range 
which  borders  the  MWR.  This  new  boundary  would  then  provide  the  flag  ’ 
for  sensitive  wildlife  habitats  to  assist  in  the  BLM  in  meeting  their  legal 
mandates  to  protect  an  manage  high  value  public  land  resources  (See 
Exhibit  B.  photos). 


IV.  Viewing  Area/Interpretive  Site;  P-Hill. 

We  support  the  proposal  for  a  viewing/interpretative  site  for  the 
Steens  Mountain/Blitzen  Valley  ecological  systems.  There  is  excellent 
interpretive  and  educational  material  available  on  this  complex  and 
complete  natural  system  provided  by  the  BLM  and  the  Malheur  Wildlife 
Refuge.  However,  there  is  no  single  site  available  to  the  public  with 
reasonable  access,  which  allows  one  to  view  this  natural  wonder  from  a 
promontory  advantage  P-Hill.  however  does  provide  that  location,  one 
which  the  entire  west  slope  of  the  Steens  Mountain  fault  block  can  be  seen 
towering  above  the  productive  Blitzen  Valley  which  it  feeds  below  This 
site  offers  one  of  the  most  spectacular  promontory  points  available 
anywhere  in  the  Great  Basin  region.  One  can  visually  experience  the 
entire  range  of  life  zones  within  the  Great  Basin  from  one  location. 

Recommendation:  It  is  recommended  that  the  site  located  approximately 
3/4  mile  east  of  Frenchglen.  and  south  of  Highway  205,  be  designated  for 
the  specific  location  of  a  viewing/interpretive  site  for  the  Steens 
Mtn. /Blitzen  Valley  complex  This  location,  as  it  overlooks  the  Blitzen 
Valley,  could  also  provide  effective  interpretation  of  Peter  French  and  the 
era  of  history  associated  with  early  settlement  and  pioneering  efforts  and 
the  importance  of  winter  range  for  mule  deer,  (Refer  to  Eihibit  A  and  C) 


EXHIBIT  B: 


PICKETT  RIM  ACEC: 
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Critical  Mule  Deer  Winter  Range 
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EXHIBIT  C 

P  HILL  VIEWING  AND  INTERPRETIVE  SITE 


* 


Looking  North  Through  Blitzcn  Valley 


Looking  East  Across  Blilzen  Valley  to  Steens  Mountain 


February  25.  1999 


TO: 


FR- 

RE: 


Tom  Dyer  ' 

Bums  District  Manager 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 


Southeast  Oregon  Resource  Management  Plan  Comments 


Received 

MM  o  1  iggg 

atmNso/sTmcr 


Liz  and  I  are  both  school  principals.  Liz  in  the  Lake  Oswego  School  Distnct  and  I’m  in 
the  Tigard-Tualatin  School  District.  We  are  also  recent  land  owners  in  the  Andrew’s 
Management  area. 

Liz  and  I  reviewed  the  Southeast  Oregon  Resource  Management  Plan  for  fundamental 
fairness  in  the  treatment  of  land  owners,  business  owners,  and  the  public.  At  first 
blush.  I  found  the  document  to  be  vague  and  over  broad.  Therefore,  it  is  difficult  to  put 
an  arm  around  what  the  outcome  might  be  when  the  plan  is  implemented.  It  seems  to 
me  BLM  has  extraordinarily  broad  power  to  implement  whatever  and  whenever  they 
want  as  the  plan  does  not  include  activities  that  have  clarity.  I  suggest  BLM  develop  a 
comparison  document  that  outlines  status  changes  from  current  status  to  the  SORMP 
draft. 

What  is  the  proposed  plan's  impact  on  business?  I’m  not  sure,  but  I've  found  one 
significant  example  that  would  have  a  serious  impact  on  a  friend's  ability  to  make  a 
living.  The  example  that  concerns  me  is  regarding  the  statement  that  says  a  helicopter 
cannot  fly  over  the  Steens  Mountains  area  for  the  four  summer  months.  The  example 
causes  me  to  question  what  else  is  in  the  document  that  will  have  a  deleterious  effect. 
My  82  year  old  father-in-law  had  a  stoke  and  I  use  a  friend’s  helicopter  to  fly  him  into 
the  area  for  fly  fishing.  Liz  and  I  both  use  the  service  for  sight  seeing  and  fly  fishing. 

I've  seen  aircraft  landing  on  Loop  Road,  yellow  buses,  and  Winnebago’s  in  the  area. 
I've  observed  4-wheel  drive  vehicles  and  motorcycles,  plus  noisy  young  children.  I 
question  the  fairness  of  isolating  and  identifying  one  mode  of  transportation  and 
banning  it  from  business  use.  I  would  hope  for  a  win/win  situation  and  possibly  the 
Federal  government  could  save  some  money  by  establishing  business  partnerships 
with  the  helicopter  owners  and  could  utilize  helicopters  in  safety,  flyovers,  and  spotting 
in  the  Steens  area. 

I've  looked  at  a  map  produced  by  the  BLM  that  identifies  habitat  for  Big  Horn  sheep 
near  Frenchglen.  Is  it  a  strategy  to  close  the  North  Loop  Road  to  everyone,  including 
owners,  during  the  winter  months?  My  hope  is  that  BLM  does  not  propose  expanding 
the  Big  Horn  sheep  into  the  Frenchglen  area. 
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In  Plan  B  the  considerations  tor  the  Indian  lands  and  Snow  Mountain  are  religious 
but  also  spiritual.  Plan  C  shows  that  little  or  no  Native  American  recognition  is 
included  Based  on  my  readings.  The  Steens  (Snow  Mountain)  was  considered 
spiritual,  therefore  should  receive  weight  in  plan  C. 

If  it  is  the  long  term  intent  of  the  BLM  policy  to  move  land  owners  and  businesses  off 
Steens  Mountain,  policies  must  be  thoughtful,  gracious,  and  generous.  This  transition 
must  honor  owner’s  property  rights  and  business  rights.  BLM  must  integrate  their 
plans  with  owners  considerations.  Business  partnerships  must  include  appropnate 
and  timely  easement  and  appropnate  permits,  etc. 

I  have  a  concern  that  the  documents  may  represent  a  conspiracy  of  statements  that 
collectively  may  not  be  unlawful  but  are  harmful  to  the  purpose  of  business  and  could 
rum  family  businesses.  The  plan,  as  I  see  it,  would  create  a  policy  that  would  run  in  a 
circle.  The  more  advertising  BLM  and  the  government  does  to  create  tounsm  and 
tours,  the  more  possible  problems  anse  as  visitors  are  in  the  Steens  Mountains. 
However,  as  more  policies  are  put  into  place,  more  restrictions  will  be  m  place  for  the 
public,  business,  and  landowners. 

I  am  not  sure  of  the  impact  on  myself  and  friends  regarding  the  proposed  National 
Conservation  Area.  I  suggest  BLM  provide  ail  land  owners  and  business  owners  in 
the  proposed  NCA  with  a  copy  of  NCA-HR- 100-24.  Also,  include  positive  and 
negative  impacts  the  proposal  may  have  on  public,  landowner,  and  business  use.  It  is 
simply  difficult  to  ascertain  what  useful  purpose  a  designation  of  NCA  would  be 

Does  BLM  personnel  policy  and/or  government  statue  or  law  allow  an  ex-Burns  BLM 
director  potential  or  real  financial  gain  as  an  outcome  of  the  proposed  Southeast 
Oregon  Resource  Management  Plan  being  implemented?  Did  “insider"  knowledge 
base  and  information  base  provide  a  business  advantage  over  other  citizens?  Was 
he  BLM  director  during  business  planning  and  land  acquisition? 

In  conclusion,  I  believe  that  this  plan  has  more  clearty  as  its  goal  the  elimination  of  any 
access  either  harmful  or  benign  by  non-government  persons  rather  than  the  goal  of 
preserving  and  sustaining  this  valuable  resource  They  are  assuredly  qq!  one  and  the 
same  goal.  Open  minded  and  creative  planning  could  enhance  the  prudent  use  of 
Steens  Mountain  by  all  constituencies. 


cc:  Elaine  Zielmskim.  BLM 

Oregon/Washington  State  Director 


John  &.  Cindy  Witiel 


Received 
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February  10.  1999 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

ATTN:  Cody  Hansen/Actmg  Bums  Distnct  Manager 

Bums  District  Office 

HC  74-12533  Hwy  20  West  - 

Hines.  Oregon  97738 

Dear  Mr.  Hansen,  Acting  Bums  District  Manager: 

Thank  you  for  sending  us  a  copy  of  the  Draft  Southeast  Oregon  Resource  Management  Plan/Environmental 
Impact  Statement  (SEORMP/E1S).  We  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  review  it  and  submit  our  comments 
during  the  public  comment  period.  We  hope  our  comments  are  helpful  and  provide  some  suggestions  on 
resolving  what  undoubtedly  are  issues  The  following  comments  on  the  Draft  SEORMP/E1S  reflect  views  from 
one  entity,  ourselves,  but  are  submined  as  three  distinctly  different  stake  holders: 

1 .  As  members  of  the  general  public  being  stakeholders  in  our  public  lands; 

2.  As  business  operators  on  public  land;  and 

3.  As  private  landowners  and  business  operators  within  the  planning  area. 

We  apologise  for  the  lengthiness  of  our  comments.  However,  the  length  is  necessary  due  to  our  multiple 
interests  and  the  incompleteness  of  the  Draft  Plan. 

The  Plan  itself  is  merely  a  collage  of  patter  which  gives  no  clear  guidance  or  direction  and  therefore  is  not  a 
plan  all.  Its  incompleteness  will  be  its  first  failure.  By  not  including  precise  actions,  strategics,  and  timelines, 
it  is  impossible  for  anyone  (the  general  public,  private  land  holders,  and  BLM  managers)  to  determine  if  the 
selected  goals  and/or  objectives  can  be  reasonably  or  feasibly  met.  Further,  one  cannot  know  what  all  of  the 
possible  foreseeable  adverse  impacts  of  these  proposed  actions  arc  without  more  detail  and  analysis.  The  BLM 
must  give  the  public  the  opportunity  to  analyze  all  aspects  of  a  goal,  objective,  strategy,  or  action  along  with 
all  potential  consequences  there  of.  Without  this  opportunity,  the  public  process  is  not  served,  the  Plan  is 
biased  and  leading  and  therefore,  fatally  flawed.  With  all  information  regarding  an  issue  made  available,  the 
public  response  and  public  direction  to  BLM  may  be  entirely  different. 

>An  example  of  this  within  the  Plan  is  the  following: 

What  are  the  actual  or  potential  impacts  to  private  properties  and  businesses  within  or  adjacent  to  the 
Planning  Area? 

When  the  BLM  considers  new  proposed  designations,  strategies,  or  actions  with  the  knowledge  that 
private  lands  make  up  25%  of  the  lands  within  the  Planning  Area  and  are  a  significant  part  of  the 
economic  back  bone  of  our  County,  State,  and  Country,  adverse  effects  of  these  proposals  to  the 
resources  of  these  lands,  uses,  values,  and  businesses  have  far  reaching  impacts  economically  and 
otherwise.  These  effects  are  not  just  direct  to  the  landowner,  but  due  to  the  trickle  down  effect  would 
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be  widespread  and  compounded.  It  has  been  said  by  some  BLM  public  employees  that  they  do  not 
want  to  get  into  these  issues.  We  feel  that  a  full  analysis  of  the  specific  goals,  objectives,  strategies,  and 
actions  must  be  done  as  these  are  very  significant  issues  to  those  most  directly  effected  and  to  the 
public  at  large. 

Private  landowners  have  a  right  to  know  of  any  adverse  effect  that  may  be  imposed  upon  them  from 
our  public  neighbors  and  BLM’s  management  decisions.  As  well,  the  public  must  be  informed  of  what 
impacts  the  BLM’s  chosen  goals,  objectives,  and  actions  may  have  upon  their  private  neighbors. 

Private  landowners  and  managers  are  held  accountable  and  responsible  for  unnecessary  impacts  to 
public  and  private  lands,  and  so  shall  the  BLM  be  held  accountable  for  unnecessary  adverse  effects  to 
private  lands  and  businesses.  As  members  of  the  public,  we  do  not  feel  that  the  majority  of  the  public 
would  be  supportive  of  our  entrusted  land  managers  (BLM)  detrimentally  imposing  upon  the  other 
landowners  and  managers  of  the  area.  The  public  is  one  landowner  of  the  area  with  BLM  as  their  land 
managers.  There  are  many  other  private  landowners  and  managers  of  the  area  with  numerous  pnvate 
entities  being  the  majority.  Therefore  the  Draft  SEORMP/EIS  must  include  as  an  issue  “Impacts  to 
private  lands  and  business". 

The  inclusion  of  this  issue  and  its  analysis  may  substantially  change  the  preferred  goals,  objectives  and 
actions  within  the  SEORMP/EIS  from  their  draft  form  today.  The  BLM,  as  responsible  managers, 
should  take  measures  to  eliminate  or  minimize  adverse  impacts  to  the  effected  parties  through 
mitigations  with  the  effected  parties.  In  addition,  BLM  bureaucrats,  politicians,  or  special  interest 
groups  should  not  be  the  judge  of  what  are  acceptable  impacts.  That  is  like  letting  the  wolf  decide 
whether  he  should  eat  the  little  pig  or  not.  As  self  described  by  the  BLM,  private  lands  are  a  pan  of 
the  Draft  SEORMP/EIS  planning  and  BLM  management  areas.  BLM  must  manage  the  surrounding 
public  lands  around  this  fact  as  private  land  managers  do  having  both  public  and  private  neighbors. 

>  Another  example  of  adverse  effects  to  public  services,  private  lands  and  businesses  which  could  be  avoided  if 
all  aspects  of  the  Plan  were  carefully  and  specifically  planned  and  evaluated  is  the  following  proposed 
action: 

“Authorized  aircraft  landing  in  the  &egn§  Mountain  Regret, ign  Und$  (SRMA)  would  <XCU£QP.BLM 

administered  land  for  winter  activities  onlv.,>u“ 1  <x>r*111 

This  described  action  would  exclude  landings  at  all  other  times  of  the  year  including  spring,  summer, 
and  fall  The  proposed  action  appears  to  be  a  political  action  in  nature  for  we  as  helicopter  operators 
in  the  area  have  not  been  Informed  or  made  aware  of  any  problems  or  resource  degrading  effects  that 
these  landings  might  generate,  scientific  or  otherwise.  This  action  should  not  be  taken  and  should  be 
removed  from  the  plan  as  a  proposed  action  as  it  would  have  a  far  greater  adverse  effect  than  a  positive 
effect  for  the  following  reasons: 

1.  It  discriminates  against  one  particular  type  of  motorized  vehicle  in  an  area  and  at  a  time 
when  all  other  motorized  vehicles  are  allowed  including:  ATV's  (Quads,  Motorcycles,  etc.),  4 
wheel  drive  vehicles,  and  all  others  which  undisputably  have  the  potential  for  greater  surface 
disturbance  than  the  skids  of  a  helicopter.  Either  the  area  is  motorized  or  not. 

2.  The  action  discriminates  against  the  members  of  the  public  whom  specifically  choose  to 
utilize  this  type  of  vehicle  for  access  and  recreation. 

3.  This  action  will  adversely  effect  local,  county,  and  state  business  and  thus  effect  the 


economy  by  eliminating  a  current  and  future  publicly  demanded  service  which  brings  in  dollars 
from  outside  the  area.  This  action  would  not  only  effect  the  helicopter  operator  itself  but  may 
also  negattvely  effect  hotels,  restaurants,  ranchers,  outfitters,  gas  stations,  fuel  suppliers,  aircraft 
maintenance  service  providers,  and  many  other  services  and  businesses  that  a  participant  may 
patronize  while  they  are  here.  The  mere  operation  of  our  helicopter  is  driven  by  the  public’s 
request  and  demand  for  the  service. 

4.  This  action  makes  it  difficult  or  impossible  for  other  businesses  to  operate  or  complete  a 
task.  In  addition,  this  may  promote  the  use  of  a  more  environmentally  detrimental  means  of 
accomplishing  the  same  task  (i.e. -using  ground  vehicles  which  actually  cause  surface 
disturbance  particularly  when  ground  conditions  may  be  wet,  soft,  or  otherwise  sensitive). 
Helicopters  are  utilized  for  many  purposes  by  many  businesses  in  the  area  to  both  help  them 
accomplish  their  management  objectives  as  well  as  assisting  BLM  management  in  meeting  their 
goals.  To  help  meet  the  non-impairment  criteria  of  the  wilderness  study  areas  and  protection  of 
resource  values  by  the  dispersal  of  livestock  salt  away  from  roads,  streams  and  other  sensitive 
areas;  fencing  patrols,  repair,  and  construction  which  would  otherwise  be  accomplished  by 
ground  vehicles  creating  new  roads  or  trails. 

5.  This  action  would  mean  the  termination  of  our  existing  SRP  stipulations  for  providing 
helicopter  services  to  this  area  to  meet  the  public  demand.  Wc  believed  rhat  in  October  of 
1998  we  had  resolved  this  issue  with  BLM.  Wc  have  followed  the  stipulations  of  our  permit 
and  have  had  no  violations  there  in.  There  arc  no  reasonable  grounds  for  which  this  permit 
should  be  terminated. 

6.  This  action  discriminates  and/or  refuses  a  means  of  access  for  those  who  may  be  physically 
challenged  or  limited  by  other  constraints. 

7.  This  action  reduces  BLM's  options  for  means  of  dispersal  of  public  land  recreation  users  (Le.- 
conccntrates  fishing  and  camping  pressure  to  certain  heavily  used  areas).  Most  recreation  area 
managers  view  dispersal  of  use  as  a  positive  effect. 

8.  This  action  makes  search  and  rescue;  fish,  wildlife,  livestock,  observation  land  surveys;  and 
fire  operations  even  for  private  lands  difficult  and  cumbersome  if  not  impossible  to  complete. 

9.  This  action  encourages  increased  use  of  ground  vehicles  and  creates  more  surface  disturbing 
activity. 

10.  This  action  will  not  prevent  helicopter  overflights  by  us  or  anyone  else.  In  fact  they  may 
increase.  We  have  somewhat  steered  away  from  aggressively  doing  many  scenic  overflights  in 
lieu  of  just  using  our  ship  to  service  our  camps  and  accessing  fishing  areas  as  well  as  assisting 
ranchers  in  their  operations.  The  proposed  action  would  economically  mean  that  we  would 
have  to  do  more  scenic  overflights  to  make  up  the  difference  in  revenue. 

More  importantly  it  will  not  prevent  the  BLM  from  using  their  contract  helicopter,  which 
happens  to  be  the  ship  most  often  in  the  air  and  touching  down  on  public  lands,  and  which 
may  have  the  potential  for  creating  the  most  impacts  to  the  area.  According  to  the  Plan,  the 
BLM  can  continue  to  do  whatever  it  wants  for  administrative  purposes. 

1 1.  BLM  has  no  means  of  effectively  enforcing  this  action.  Aircraft  use,  helicopters  included. 


from  within  and  outside  the  area  will  continue.  The  only  enforcement  will  be  on  those  like 
ourselves  who  have  taken  the  time  and  went  to  the  expense  to  operate  under  BLM  permit. 
Others  who  are  now  unregulated  will  continue  to  be. 

12.  BLM  would  lose  revenue  by  this  action.  Ten  percent  of  our  gross  revenue  in  1998,  for 
which  BLM  gets  a  percentage,  came  directly  from  permitted  helicopter  operations  (i.e.-fishing 
trips,  etc.).  This  action  would  reduce  that  revenue  to  us  and  BLM  to  zero. 

13.  There  would  be  less  public  land  monitoring.  As  we  are  performing  operations  on  public 
land,  wc  arc  constantly  on  the  lookout  for  illegal  or  undesirable  practices  which  may  be  taking 
place  on  public  lands  such  as  off  road  vehicle  use  in  WSA’s,  NWSRC,  poaching,  etc.  BLM 
should  realize  the  subsequent  benefits  of  having  our  helicopter  operating  in  the  area  at  all  times 
of  the  year.  What  no  one  can  know  for  sure,  is  what  illegal  or  undesirable  activities  may  be 
curbed  or  curtailed  because  of  this  presence. 

The  negative  impacts  of  this  proposed  action  would  have  a  far  greater  adverse  effect  on  life,  the 
majority  of  the  public  in  general,  the  economy,  and  our  natural  resources  when  compared  to  wliat 
might  be  the  “imaginary  gain’’  for  a  few  who  might  have  a  negative  experience  with  some  noise.  We 
say  “imaginary  gain"  because  we  feel  that  the  proposed  action  will  not  achieve  the  goal  of  eliminating 
the  noise  or  make  a  measurable  difference  when  all  other  motorized  motor  vehicles  including 
helicopters  are  still  touring  the  area.  If  complaints  were  received  for  noise  regarding  helicopters  in 
particular,  it  may  well  not  have  been  ours  but  others,  even  BLM’s  own,  yet  we  are  to  be  penalized. 

For  all  of  the  above  stated  reasons,  this  proposed  action  should  not  be  taken.  We  understand  and  agree 
on  possible  concerns  of  what  the  future  could  bring.  None  of  us  would  want  to  have  a  Grand  Canyon 
scenario  here  but  neither  is  it  necessary  to  go  to  the  other  extreme.  We  believe  that  there  is  middle 
ground  when  all  interests  are  considered.  We  see  the  employment  of  the  following  stipulations  as 
being  serviceable  and  reasonable: 

1.  Aircraft  landing  during  all  times  of  the  year  shall  meet  the  current  non- impairment  criteria 
for  wilderness  study  areas  (WSA),  whether  on  WSA’s  or  not,  in  the  SRMA. 

2.  During  periods  when  the  Loop  Road  is  open,  landings  shall  be  avoided  in  or  on  heavy  use 
areas  such  as  the  Loop  Road,  developed  campsites,  or  staging  areas. 

3.  During  periods  when  the  Loop  Road  is  open,  no  low  level  flights  or  landings  on  public  lands 
in  the  following  areas:  the  upper  Kiger  Gorge,  upper  McCoy  Creek  Canyon,  Wildhorsc 
Canyon,  Big  and  Little  Indian  Gorges,  Little  Blirzen  Gorge,  and  the  East  Escarpment. 

4.  Reasonable  exceptions  could  be  included  such  as  for  emergency  purposes. 

>■  Another  example  of  an  unclear  action  within  the  Plan  is  the  following: 

The  Draft  SEORMP  states  that  "there  would  also  be  seasonal  vehicle  limitations  on  Steens  Mountain 
Loop  Road" w*'  *■'  *l"  and  “all  access  to  winter  sports  areas  along  the  north  segment  of  the  Loop  Road  is 
excluded  during  severe  winters  when  such  use  would  greatly  stress  deer  on  the  winter  range." 

Because  these  statements  arc  in  the  context  of  being  additional  burdens  on  top  of  the  federal  road 
closure  notice  of  September  18,  1980,  which  allows  for  landowners  to  access  their  property  for 
legitimate  business  purposes  even  though  the  Loop  Road  is  closed  for  the  winter,  we  assume  that  this 
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new  action,  though  it  is  unclear,  will  have  direct  adverse  impact  to  private  lands,  businesses,  and  a 
landowners  right  to  access  their  own  property.  This  action  would  also  eliminate  the  public’s  existing 
opportunities  to  access,  recreate,  and  enjoy  the  private  lands  of  the  effected  area.  If  the  comments 
made  within  the  SEORMP/EIS  as  stated  or  elsewhere,  are  intended  to  supercede  the  Road  Closure 
Notice  or  impair  a  landowners  legal  right  to  access  one’s  property,  then  it  needs  to  be  stated  within  the 
Plan  as  an  adverse  impact  to  private  lands,  private  land  uses,  pnvate  land  values,  and  recognized  as  an 
adverse  impact  to  local  economies.  This  road  was  there  and  used  by  landowners  long  before  BLM  took 
over  jurisdiction  and  improved  it. 

We  do  not  feel  that  it  is  within  BLM's  legal  standing  to  restrict  or  control  access  to  pnvate  lands. 
Therefore  to  clarify  this  issue  and  prevent  misunderstandings  and/or  misinterpretations  of  which  we 
have  experienced  in  the  past,  BLM  needs  to  include  specifically  within  the  Plan  the  exclusions  and 
exemptions  that  apply  to  private  landowners. 

>  Another  concern  is  the  recent  and  rapid  influx  of  requests  for  new  Special  Recreation  Permits  (SRP)  by 
those  wishing  to  be  outfitters  in  the  area. 

These  requests  are  mainly  due  to  the  new  Oregon  Department  of  Fish  and  Wildlife  Outfitter/Guide 
Tags  for  big  game  hunting  in  the  area.  The  last  two  years  we  have  seen  individuals  from  outside  the 
area  draw  ODFW  Outfitter/Guide  Tags  for  the  units  on  the  Steens,  and  then  go  to  the  BLM  and 
demand  a  SRP  for  the  area.  These  outfitters  obviously  show  no  prior  business  planning  and  by 
permitting  them,  neither  does  BLM.  In  permitting  outfitters  in  this  fashion,  the  BLM  management  is 
money  driven  rather  than  by  resource  management  strategies  to  meet  objectives  with  some  quality  and 
performance  control.  As  the  popularity  of  the  Steens  continues  to  increase  due  any  special 
designations  that  may  be  applied  to  the  area,  there  will  also  be  an  influx  of  requests  for  all  types  of 
SRP's.  Because  of  this,  we  feel  it  is  important  that  BLM  include  in  their  planning  strategies  of  today 
guidelines  surrounding  management  of  commercial  outfitters  and  the  issuance  of  SRP’s.  We  have  been 
in  the  outfitting  business  here  for  many  years  and  have  a  good  understanding  of  how  to  operate  and 
provide  a  variety  of  services  to  the  public  while  minimizing  our  impacts  on  the  resources  of  public  and 
private  lands.  This  is  accomplished  through  excellent  participant  orientation,  education,  and 
supervision,  as  well  as,  the  knowledgeable  dispersal  of  use  throughout  the  area  and  operating  within 
and  beyond  what  BLM  requires  in  regards  to  outdoor  etiquette  and  avoidance  of  sensitive  areas. 

The  utmost  SRP  goal  is  to  provide  services  to  the  public  while  protecting  our  natural  resources.  This 
cannot  be  done  if  there  is  economic  instability  within  the  system  or  among  providers.  BLM  can  foster 
service  quality  and  resource  protection  by  creating  a  stable  economic  and  operational  environment  for 
service  providers  that  are  capable  of  doing  so. 

It  takes  a  lot  of  extra  effort  and  expense  to  do  a  good  job  in  protecting  our  natural  resource  values. 

The  operation  must  be  economical  to  do  so.  Poor  economics  means  poor  performance.  Unlimited 
permitting  will  lead  to  too  many  outfitters.  Too  many  outfitters  will  lead  to  poor  services  provided  and 
resource  abuse  due  to  just  shear  numbers,  amounts  of  use,  and  poor  economics.  The  Steens  is  a 
relatively  small  area  and  can  easily  be  overtaxed.  We  feel  that  the  currently  permitted  outfitters  do  a 
good  job  caring  for  our  resource  values,  and  are  capable  of  meeting  the  public’s  demand  well  into  the 
future.  Therefore  in  the  best  interests  of  all,  we  feel  that  the  BLM  should  certainly  include  within  the 
Plan  a  means  of  establishing  good  outfitter  operational  guidelines,  thoroughly  analyze  how  many 
outfitters  should  be  permitted  to  service  the  need,  and  limit  SRP  issuance  if,  when,  and  where 
necessary. 


Letters  -  259 


L-240 


RONALDS.  YOCKIM 
Attorney  at  Law 


RECEIVED 

MAX  0  ->  1999 

burns  district 

BIM 

fS4l)  957-5900 
FAX  (541)  957-5925 


February  26,  1999 

James  Kenna,^ District  Manager  \ 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Burns  District  Office 
HC  74-12533  Highway  20  West 
Hines,  Oregon  97738 

Re:  Draft  Southeast  Oregon  Resource  Management  Plan/Environmental 
Impact  Statement 

Dear  Mr.  Kenna: 

On  behalf  of  the  Harney  County  Court  I  have  reviewed  the  Draft 
Southeast  Oregon  Resource  Management  Plan  Environmental  Impact 
Statement  and  present  the  enclosed  comments.  The  Harney  County 
Court  appreciates  the  time  and  effort  that  your  staff  have  expended 
in  developing  this  document  and  in  providing  them  with  periodic 
briefings  as  to  your  progress. 

On  the  critical  issue  of  the  Steens  Mountain  Habitat  Natural 
Conservation  Area  the  Harney  County  Court  is  particularly  concerned 
about  the  lack  of  detailed  information  on  the  impacts.  Absent  this 
information  and  the  potential  for  further  reductions  in  grazing  and 
recreation,  as  well  as  increased  management  costs,  we  suggest  this 
item  be  deleted  from  the  Plan. 

If  you  have  any  questions  on  these  comments,  please  don't  hesitate 
to  contact  either  myself  or  the  Court. 

Sincerely, 

Ronald  S'  lfockim 
RSY/bg  [  / 

Enclosui^  I 

ccs  Harhey  County  Court 


COMMENTS  OF  THE 
HARNEY  COUNTY  COURT 

on  the 

DRAFT  SOUTHEAST  OREGON  RESOURCE  MANAGEMENT  PLAN /ENVIRONMENTAL 
IMPACT  STATEMENT 


1.  The  "Purpose  and  Need"  section  of  the  Draft  Southeast 
Oregon  Resource  Management  Plan/Environmental  Impact  Statement 
{"DEIS")  states  that  the  Southeastern  Oregon  Resource  Management 
Plan/Environmental  Impact  Statement  ( "SEORMP/EIS" )  is  designed  to 
"ensure  that  public  land  is  managed  for  multiple-use  and  sustained 
yield  in  accordance  with  the  Federal  Land  Policy  and  Management  Act 
IFLPMA)  of  1976."  The  primary  goal  of  the  plan  is  to  develop 
management  practices  that  ensure  the  long-term  sustainability  of 
healthy  and  productive  land,  consistent  with  principles  of 
ecosystem  management.  (DEIS  1-1). 

As  a  general  rule  the  role  of  the  "Purpose"  statement  in  a 
NEPA  document  is  to  set  forth  the  object  or  goal  to  be  attained, 
along  with  the  factors  which  will  be  used  at  the  time  of  decision 
to  choose  between  alternatives.  It  serves  a  critical  gatekeeper 
role  in  that  it  sets  forth  the  evaluation  criteria  to  judge  between 
alternatives.  However,  in  this  case  the  stated  purpose  is  too 
broad  and  offers  only  limited  ability  to  choose  between 
alternatives . 

It  is  only  after  an  in  depth  review  of  the  DEIS  that  we  find 
the  actual  goals  or  objectives.  Rather  than  disperse  them 
throughout  the  document  (i.e.,  p.  3-1  and  the  objective  statements 
in  Section  3)  ,  we  suggest  the  specific  goals  and  objectives  be 
expressly  set  forth  in  Section  1. 

We  further  suggest  that  the  goals  as  stated  on  page  3-1  be 
included  in  the  "Purpose  and  Need"  section  of  chapter  1.  This 
would  allow  a  concise  and  quick  reference  at  the  start  of  the 
document  rather  than  the  reader  having  to  page  through  to  later 
chapters . 

2.  While  the  stated  overarching  goal  of  the  plan  is  to 
develop  management  practices  that  ensure  the  long-term 
sustainability  of  the  land  consistent  with  ecosystem  management,  we 
suggest  that  to  be  consistent  with  the  FLPMA,  the  goal  for  planning 
purposes  be  restated  as  management  on  the  basis  of  -multiple  use 
an£  sustained  yield."  (42  U.S.C.  1701(a)(7)).  By  singling  out 
sustained  yield  as  the  primary  goal  it  appears  that  the  decision 
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has  been  made  not  to  manage  for  multiple  use  as  required  by  the 
FLPMA.  We  suggest  the  primary  goal  be  restated  to  include  multiple 
use . 

3.  We  note  that  the  DEIS  relies  heavily  on  the  concept  of 
"ecosystem  management"  however  does  not  clearly  define  what  this 
concept  is  other  than  to  describe  it  as  a  hierarchal  planning 
process  (3-6) .  We  suggest  that  a  clear  definition  be  included  in 
the  document  as  well  as  identification  of  specific  goals  and 
objectives  relative  to  this  management  technique. 

4 .  It  is  fundamental  that  the  local  government  and  citizens 
be  included  in  any  ecosystem  management  program.  The  document 
should  clarify  how  the  BLM  will  incorporate  the  local  citizens  and 
government  into  ecosystem  management.  Further  it  should  detail  how 
social  and  economic  sustainability  is  an  inherent  part  of  ecosystem 
management . 

5.  Among  the  "Program  Planning  Criteria"  is  the  statement 
that  vegetation  will  be  managed  to  provide  for  biological  diversity 
at  the  landscape  level  to  protect  and  restore  native  perennial  and 
desirable  nonnative  perennial  species.  . "  (1-12).  This 
biodiversity  prescription  appears  to  be  a  limitation  that  is  not 
present  in  the  FLPMA.  We  are  concerned  that  it  is  intended  to 
serve,  or  may  result  in  an  untended  restriction  on  the  FLPMA 
policies  to  "provide  food  and  habitat  for  fish  and  wildlife  and 
domestic  animals  .  .  .  and  that  the  lands  be  managed  in  a  manner 
which  recognizes  the  Nation's  need  for  domestic  sources  of 
minerals,  food,  timber,  and  fiber  from  the  public  lands.  .  . "  (43 
U.S.C.  1701(a)).  We  suggest  that  the  vegetation  management 
criteria  be  expanded  to  clarify  the  FLPMA  requirements  and  that 
biodiversity  and  restoration  of  native  perennial  species  is  not  at 
the  cost  of  achieving  the  FLPMA  multiple  use  goals  or  outputs. 

6.  We  suggest  that  the  plan  clarify  that  investments  in 
crested  wheatgrass  (A gropyron  cristatum )  and  other  range 
improvement  projects  will  be  maintained.  We  are  particularly 
concerned  with  proposals  to  increase  the  population  and  density  of 
Big  Sagebrush  (Artemisia  tridentata)  within  the  crested  wheatgrass 
seedings.  These  seedings  and  other  rangeland  improvements  were 
made  in  response  to  federal  policies  mandating  the  BLM  actively 
improve  and  increase  the  carrying  capacity  of  the  rangeland.  We 
suggest  that  the  plan  clarify  that  the  investments  made  by  the  BLM, 
county,  and  permittees  will  be  maintained. 

7.  We  note  that  among  the  "Program  Planning  Criteria"  for 
"Special  Status  Species"  is  the  statement  that  "BLM  is  mandated  by 
law  to  assist  the  conservation  and  recovery  of  species  listed  as 
Threatened  or  Endangered  or  proposed  for  listing  under  the 
Endangered  Species  Act  (ESA) "  (emphasis  added) .  However  this  is  a 
misstatement  of  law  since  the  ESA  does  not  set  forth  a  statutory 
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mandate  to  assist  the  conservation  and  recovery  of  proposed  for 
listing  species.  While  16  U.S.C.  1536(a)(1)  requires  each  agency 
is  to  utilize  their  authority  to  conserve  endangered  and  threatened 
species,  the  same  is  not  true  for  proposed  species.  Under  16 
U.S.C.  1536(a) (2)  when  dealing  with  a  proposed  species  the  agencies 
are  to  confer  -  however  they  are  not  limited  on  the  commitment  of 
resources  or  activities  as  with  listed  species.  We  suggest  that 
the  criteria  statement  be  corrected  to  accurately  reflect  the  ESA 
limitations . 

8 .  Since  grazing  on  the  public  lands  is  regulated  both  by 
the  FLPMA  and  the  Taylor  Grazing  Act,  we  suggest  that  the  livestock 
management  "Program  Planning  Criteria”  be  expanded  to  include  the 
right  and  responsibilities  imposed  by  the  Taylor  Grazing  Act. 

9 .  We  note  the  plan  proposes  that  the  use  of  surface 
disturbing  equipment  in  suppressing  wildland  fires  is  to  be 
restricted  in  Wilderness  Study  Areas  ("WSA's"),  however  we  review 
of  the  Wilderness  Act  and  the  legislative  history  supporting  the 
various  additions  thereto,  clarify  that  mechanical  or  mechanized 
suppression  and  presuppression  activities  are  not  totally 
precluded.  For  example  we  note  that  the  use  of  motorized  equipment 
is  available  for  emergency  purposes  (See  Central  Idaho  Wilderness 
Act  of  1980,  House  Report  No.  96-1126,  June  24,  1980).  Likewise  we 
note  the  Committee  on  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  in  1977 
specifically  addressed  this  issue  and  reported: 

"Section  4(d) (1)  of  the  Wilderness  Act  permits  any  measures 
necessary  to  control  fire,  insect  outbreaks  or  disease  in 
wilderness  areas.  This  includes  the  use  of  mechanized 
equipment,  the  building  of  fire  roads,  fire  towers,  fire 
breaks  or  fire  pre-suppression  facilities  when  necessary, a  and 
other  techniques  for  fire  control.  In  short,  anything 
necessary  for  the  protection  of  the  public  health  or  safety  is 
clearly  permissible." 

(House  Rep.  95-540,  95th  Cong.  1st  Session) 

We  suggest  that  the  plan  be  modified  to  treat  wildfire 
suppression  and  prevention,  insect  and  disease,  and  other  emergency 
actions  in  the  same  manner  as  would  be  allowed  in  a  designated 
wilderness . 

10.  We  appreciate  your  inclusion  of  noxious  weed  control  as 
one  of  your  "Program  Planning  Criteria."  The  presence  of  noxious 
weeds  on  federally  managed  lands  is  a  growing  problem  in  Southeast 
Oregon  and  is  in  immediate  need  of  control.  We  suggest  that  the 
BLM  incorporate  an  aggressive  weed  control  strategy. 

11.  On  page  1-15,  is  the  statement  that  the  "BLM  and  U.S. 
Forest  Service  (USFS)  strive  to  achieve  similar  resource  management 
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goals  on  adjoining  lands."  This  statement  leads  to  a  number  of 
issues  relative  to  organic  acts  and  the  different  management 
philosophies  imposed  by  statute.  We  suggest  that  this  statement  be 
clarified  or  deleted. 

12.  We  note  that  the  plan  incorporates  a  reference  that  the 
FLPMA  requires  consistency  with  local  land  use  plans  and  then  notes 
that  the  planning  area  is  "zoned  exclusive  farm  use."  This  appears 
to  be  the  only  statement  relative  to  consistency  with  local  plans. 

Notwithstanding  the  recognition  of  plan  consistency,  we  note 
the  issue  of  consistency  is  far  more  complex  than  merely  stating 
that  the  area  is  zoned  as  "exclusive  farm  use"  zone.  By  limiting 
the  consistency  review  to  the  zoning  issues,  the  plan  overlooks  the 
local  policies  adopted  to  implement  the  goals  that  are  found  in  the 
Harney  County  Comprehensive  Plan.  All  aspects  of  the  land  use  plan 
and  zoning  ordinances  are  applicable  to  the  consistency  review. 

Along  with  identifying  the  local  goals,  policies  and 
ordinances  affecting  land  use,  (43  C.F.R.  1610.3-1 (c)  (2)),  the  BLM 
must  also  ensure  that  its  activities  are  as  "consistent  as  possible 
with  existing  officially  adopted  and  approved  resource  related 
plans,  policies  or  programs  of  .  .  .  local  governments  that  may  be 
affected.  .  .  "  (43  C.F.R.  1610 . 3-1 (c) (1) ) by  the  agency 
activities. 

In  addition  to  insuring  consistency,  the  regulations  also 
require  the  BLM  to  coordinate  with  the  local  governments  in  the 
planning  efforts. 

"In  addition  to  the  public  involvement  .  .  .  the  following 
coordination  is  to  be  accomplished  with  other  Federal 
agencies.  State  and  local  governments,  and  Indian  Tribes.  The 
objectives  of  the  coordination  .  .  .  assure  that  consideration 
is  given  to  those  plans  that  are  germane  in  the  development  of 
resource  management  plans  for  public  lands;  assist  in 
resolving,  to  the  extent  practicable,  inconsistencies  between 
Federal  and  non- Federal  government  plans;  and  provide  for 
meaningful  public  involvement  of  other  Federal  agencies,  State 
and  local  government  officials,  both  elected  and  appointed, 
and  Indian  tribes  in  the  development  of  resource  management 
plans,  including  early  public  notice  of  proposed  decisions 
which  may  have  a  significant  impact  on  non-Federal  lands."  43 
C.F.R.  §1610 .3-1 (a) 

We  also  note  that  the  CEQ  regulations  require  that  as  a  means 
to  "...  better  integrate  environment  impact  statements  into 
State  or  local  planning  processes,  statements  shall  discuss  anv 
inconsistency  of  a  proposed  action  with  any  approved  State  or  local 
plan  and  laws  (whether  or  not  federally  sanctioned) .  Where  an 
inconsistency  exists,  the  statement  should  describe  the  extent  to 
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which  the  agency  would  reconcile  its  proposed  action  with  the  plan 
or  law."  40  C.F.R.  11506.2(d)  (emphasis  added) 

The  consistency  review  involves  more  than  simply  the  local 
land  use  zoning,  it  also  involves  identification  and  consistency 
with  the  local  land  use  regulations  that  impose  environmental 
restrictions  which  are  applicable  to  both  private  as  well  as 
federal  lands  (S^e  California  Coastal  Zone  Commission  v.  Granite 
Rock  Co .  .  1075  S.Ct.  1419  (1987).  These  environmental  restrictions 
are  incorporated  into  the  Harney  County  Comprehensive  Plan  and  the 
policy  statements  therein. 

The  statutory  requirements  for  coordination  and  consistency 
are  well  established  and  in  this  case  require  more  in  depth 
discussion  than  presented  in  the  draft.1  We  suggest  that  the  plan 
discussion  relative  to  local  planning  be  expanded  and  incorporate 
all  of  the  comprehensive  plan  zoning,  policies  and  goal 
requirements . 2 

13.  We  note  that  Draft  SEORMP  is  being  tiered  to  the  Draft 
Eastside  EIS.  We  question  the  legal  sufficiency  of  tiering  to  a 
draft  document.  We  therefore  suggest  that  the  plan  discuss  the 
legal  authority  and  implications  for  tiering  to  a  draft  EIS. 

14.  The  DEIS  states  that  it  is  consistent  with  the  scientific 
and  management  philosophies  developed  for  the  Draft  Eastside  EIS. 
Since  the  ICBEMP  planning  effort  is  not  complete  and  these 
"philosophies"  may  change,  we  suggest  that  the  specific 
"philosophies"  be  enumerated  in  this  document  to  allow  for  complete 
disclosure  and  knowing  public  review  and  comment. 

15 .  To  provide  an  appropriate  landscape  picture  of  the 
historic  uses  of  the  planning  area,  we  suggest  a  more  detailed 
description  of  the  landscape  during  the  period  prior  to  the  Taylor 
Grazing  Act  be  incorporated  into  the  plan. 

16.  The  DEIS  includes  a  proposal  to  designate  the  Steens  as 
a  National  Conservation  Area  ("NCA");  however,  the  proposal  as  set 
forth  in  the  draft  does  not  provide  the  public  with  sufficient 
information  to  knowingly  comment.  This  is  a  particularly  glaring 
defect  considering  the  ramifications  of  a  NCA  designation. 


1.  As  noted  supra,  one  area  of  potential  conflict  is  the 
siting  of  recreational  facilities  in  a  manner  inconsistent  with  the 
land  U6e  plan. 

2.  We  note  that  the  statewide  goals  are  discussed  in  Appendix 
B,  however  this  discussion  does  not  cover  the  local  comprehensive 
plan  implementation  of  the  goals. 
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statement  of  resource  values,  management  strategies,  and  boundaries 
-  as  defined  by  the  resource  values  -  be  articulated  and  made 
available  to  the  public  for  review  and  comment. 

After  reviewing  the  various  national  conservation  areas  we 
have  serious  concerns  about  a  proposed  designation  in  the  absence 
of  a  very  clear  identification  of  purposes  and  management 
activities.  Until  this  information  is  developed,  the  public  does 
not  have  an  opportunity  to  knowingly  review  and  comment  on  the 
proposal .  We  therefore  suggest  that  this  concept  be  deleted  from 
the  Southeast  Oregon  Resource  Management  Plan. 

17.  We  note  on  page  3-46  &  3-223,  the  reference  that  all 
American  Indian  traditional  use  areas  are  to  be  retained  in  Federal 
ownership.  If  this  statement  is  intended  to  withdraw  these  sites 
from  mineral  entry  under  the  mining  laws,  then  we  suggest  the  plan 
clearly  state  this  intent  and  comply  with  the  FLPMA  requirements 
for  withdrawals. 

18.  We  note  that  on  page  4-109,  the  statement  that  permitted 
AUM's  would  remain  constant  or  decrease  as  much  as  10  percent.  Yet 
on  page  4-153  the  draft  states  that  Harney  County  will  see  a 
reduction  of  10,925  AUM's  representing  1.5%  of  the  current  levels. 
We  suggest  that  the  actual  AUM  impacts  be  clarified. 

We  are  also  unable  to  reconcile  these  reductions  with  the 
references  in  the  Eastside  DEIS  (1-180)  that  the  agencies  expect 
the  number  of  cattle  grazing  on  public  lands  to  decline  by 
approximately  1%  per  year  for  the  next  20  years.  Likewise  we  can 
not  reconcile  this  reduction  with  the  projections  in  Rangeland 
Reform  ' 94  DEIS  which  indicated  that  there  would  be  a  decreasing 
trend  of  6%  per  decade  on  BLM. 

The  Rangeland  Reform  reductions  were  attributed  to  agency 
decisions  on  both  carrying  capacity  and  resource  protection,  as 
well  as  operator  decisions  based  on  personal  or  business 
considerations.  Notable  the  projected  decreases  were  expected  to 
occur  wjLbWt  programmatic  changes  in  the  federal  grazing  program 
such  as  proposed  in  the  Eastside  DEIS. 

With  the  series  of  changes  being  proposed  for  grazing  levels, 
we  suggest  that  to  avoid  any  confusion  that  the  cumulative  and 
connected  impacts  of  these  various  programs  be  reviewed  and 
discussed  in  more  detail. 

19.  It  is  difficult  to  determine  the  cumulative  and  connected 
impact  of  the  increases  to  the  ACEC's.  Of  particular  concern  is 
the  cumulative  reduction  in  grazing  AUM's  resulting  from  all  of  the 
additions.  We  suggest  the  impact  on  individual  range  operations  as 
well  as  the  cumulative  impacts  be  described  in  more  detail. 
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20.  We  are  further  concerned  about  the  increased  restriction 
on  road  maintenance  in  the  plan.  We  suggest  that  the  plan  give 
further  attention  to  increased  road  maintenance  costs  and  insure 
that  proper  flexibility  is  provided  to  allow  for  efficient  and 
economical  road  maintenance. 

21.  We  suggest  that  prior  to  developing  new  recreation  areas 
that  attention  be  given  to  public  safety  issues.  We  note  that 
several  popular  recreation  areas  are  in  fire  prone  and  other  hazard 
areas  that  make  rescue  particularly  difficult  and  expensive.  Since 
the  local  law  enforcement  agencies  incur  significant  expense  in 
these  rescue* efforts,  we  recommend  clc^se  coordination  with  these 
agencies  before  any  new  or  expanded  recreational  programs  are 
established.  We  also  note  that  the  Harney  County  Comprehensive 
Plan  and  zoning  ordinance  place  restrictions  on  new  recreational 
development  on  the  Steens  Mountain.  We  suggest  that  the  SEORMP 
incorporate  provisions  that  insure  recreational  developments  are 
consistent  with  the  local  comprehensive  plan  and  zoning. 

22.  We  support  the  management  approach  taken  in  the  Draft 
SEORMP  to  emphasize  adaptive  management  and  afford  management 
flexibility.  We  suggest  that  the  plan  be  clarified  to  explicitly 
state  that  this  management  approach  places  more  emphasis  on  the 
NEPA  documents  and  public  involvement  at  the  site  specific  action 
level . 
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forward  to  during  thHife Tf  thiTpten  ^If  yo^wLTra  to “*  *  l™00'  T*'  “  somc,hinB  <°  look 
give  us  something  concrete  to  judge  your  actions  by  along”  the  way.  3<^  gement, 

AIR  RESOURCES 

Additionally,  we  mgTfoe  BLM  to^c^Widf^30"^?  *“*  *?  outliDed  “  Alternatives  A-D. 
natural  tires, o  be  lef  to 

ENERGY  AMD  MINERAL  resources 

whit  g'SSS  SMTJ22S  “IT  “  *>  -"Oi  »d  mineral  leasmg 

Although  we  support  Alternative  D  in  general  under  the  F8'1™  D’,  TOSCS  ,0nly  61,1 00  “res? 

we  do  not  support  adding  91,947  acres  into  mineral  *“*  Mineral  Resources  category, 

where  given  around  special  features.  “***  *  SUpp0r1  tb*  increased  buffer  zones 

I^eCD^^CiPM?e^rn Tlati°n  V  367’30°  » 

a-  “  «—  S  JSZttJSSZSSpi  ■*““  — ■ 

saa^ias-g"""  <»  ^ 

would  appreciate  additional  information  on  what  su^'anT^^T  ®te‘apecific  analysis.  We 
will  be  included,  the  planning  process  used  and  t  ♦  ^  entail,  what  resource  staff 

wan,  to  see  wildemess^dl^  pl^d  TT  consulted-  We  particularly 

concern  for  these  sensitive  resource  values.  eologlcal  d««rances  on  such  areas  out  of  our 

fire 

&*■  Additionally,  we 

objectives  for  wildlife  and  a  return  to  native  plant  comtnuniri:DV<Pi ^  **£  reia"  “  veg«adon 

Air  Resources.  P  nun  unities.  Please  refer  to  comments  under 


Rangeland  vegetation 

Sir  °zrz  Xs  for  — d  p^,  spe*.-  „  fof 

appropriate  justification  for  this  elevaled  status  °n  i,°  WJ“Lsucb  P,ant  species  include  or 
introduced  species,  while  they  may  be  important  as  eJT  **  f"™  Club  s  opmion  thal  »uch 
same  (high)  level  as  native  plant  soecies  Lri  TT  T  f°rage  produc,,on'  *«  not  on  the 
made.  P  ’peCies  “d  we  '*>’««  that  a  distinction  in  status  should  be 

VaJUT  bU*  d,S4gr“  "«*<  «*■  emphasis  being 

that  natural  values  should  be  the  lead  that  othH^  ti^T  Namrll'  ^ Clnb’* **•« 
important  value  and  should  be  hnnnr^rt  af  ,  tlfr  to‘  Natural  values  are  the  most 

conjunction  with  other  values.  SU°  ’  not  sunP^  valued  when  they  work  in 

— si'trXto  rsr  r  gr°™g  —  “»•  *  «*-» «. 

support  and  protect  upland  functions  ”  wT^it  ”  s  ^  “ 

loToTnlTL  TSSlStT.  s™d  ,n  A1,emat,ves  A-D  is 

participates  in  and  supports  such  coone™tiv  °fjbmdl"8  l0‘  As  you  know.  *®  Sierra  Club 
more  join,  efforts.  ^  «pP«ntive  efforts  and  would  like  ,0  see  the  BLM  enter  into 

FOREST  AND  WOOD!  Aiims 

where  feasible  and  w^p^bl'e'vrito'fore^h^t^1  rh'T'  T!rovide  for  rimber  Production 
federal  lands  except  where  f  ^  SlOTa  Club  “PP^  *  “to-cul  on  all 

diseased  trees).  The  Sierra  Club  suppor^TStive  o“  *””*  (rem°Val  °f  infc*ted  or 


SPECIAL  STATUS  PLANT  SPECIES 


2-15).  P  y  oommon  name  instead  of  scientific  name  [like  Table 

Copter  [4-38]  is  “IocaEbtei actiTSe“mch^dnl^  ^xplreaT'^d  ^°nsK’uences 
which  would  continue  to  have  a  lono  term  .s,  g  mineral  exploration  and  development" 

■■  *—  J1”:;  ss: 


Skm  Ctut  sEORmp  Cam.-n.rn, 

P*gc  3 


Sicm  Club  SEORMP  Commeqo 
P»gr4 


ss“  ™  - 

"T£L°  i'rz z  SSSC  5=LS-r  V  -  "  •“«  - 

the  otiier  alternatives  are  se,  upTZT  toavoTdl?  °f  “d  c"d™gered  sP«ics."All 

Alternative  C  recognizes  fe^forthe  ^  ^  ““  At  least 

the  dominance  of  one  species  at  the  expense  of  others  5,  ^  U>S,cad  of  workm8  {or 

WATER  RESOURCES  AND  RIPARIAN  AND  WETLAND  AREAS 

»  Table  2-10,  which  lists  the 

majority  of  the  major  streams  in  the  d  8ppCar  ^  a  vast  and  appalling 

from  meeting  sta«watoTX^dT^l“  haV'  wWch  P*«ta 

riparian  veg«ation,  animal  wite  ^  Ttio'^  '  ^  of  degradatl0D  •»“««••  «movtd  of 

construction,  along  with  problems  associated  wifi,  Tarer  wfihd^af’  TZt  '"’Tf7  “d  road 
Far  less  than  half  of  the  stream  m.in.  "3,lldrawai  and  stream  bed  alteration- 

substantial  effort  should  be  made  to  mans  e  Stondarcls-  11  would  seem  only  obvious  that 
uncertain  terms  lead  ,0  improvement  of  theTai^^b^^53  ,n  ‘  fa!h,0n’  ^  wUJ  m 

'^p^rdrscte“ 

streams,  "allowing"  progress  does  insnr*thm*  Z  ^  approach  could  benefit 

-  mpid  or  nonZsZ  ^lgcTZ^  ^  PrCgre“  wi“  ^  »e 

so  many  streams  non-comPl,mr  Te  fed  Ts,  lr  .P^tioes  seem  to  leave 

toward  and  eventual  achievement  of  state  standards  6M  WOrdms  “  required  to  insure  progress 
towards  attainment"  of  standards  allows  for  ^  f°\  *  raeasUTabic  "upward  trend 

satisfactory  management  a -o  be  considered 
positive  effect  on  toe  plethora  of  noo-compta  strcamsTld  ?  P°'  ^  mUCh 

«.P*S^,3!hfl»T°^  ^  °f  "WatT  W  listed"  —  i*  referred  to  as  the  -currenf 
Somewhere  it  should  be  acklowtedgS  ^,  ^Tmf°mTti0C  T  revise<i  for  *e  Batl  decision? 
thus  toe  statistics  are  ”  °”  *”  "  ^ 

LTl0^  jsgii  2.T  n « y  • ai  ^ — « 

quality  of  water  in  streams  activities^  and  uses  should  hT  °bv  ous  that  *°  ™Prove  toe 

toe  most  beneficial  effect  rather  to,  „n  h  d  **  or  allowed  which  will  have 

goal  of  such  improvement  is  truly  desired.  ,  Y  “  be  toe  logical  direction  if  toe 

"1“  “r  w,'£r  “  rt  - 

n  supply.  Wc  therefore  strongly  support  Alternative 


-  w  .5 .  „ 

FISH_AND  AQUATIC  HABITar 

Wariu^ R^ources' and'Ripariwi'se^on  of°toca,la,e  "f  “d  A^‘C  Hab‘“  -  -  used  in  toe 
"progress  toward"  goals  while  Alternative  D  TJTto0^’  ^,cmatIV'  C  uses  toe  term 

idea  of  watershed  management  proposed  in  both  «1,  '  "T"  promote"  wo  agree  with  toe 

D  is  necessary  to  insure  that  heStoy  native  fisheriesT*  *'  TT  WOrdm8  in  Alternative 
not  seem  wise  to  manage  TOehT^  r^Z  maintained  and  restored.  Again,  it  does 

toward  attainment  of  important  goals  such  as  h"biZ  WU'd  n0t  "promo,e  Progress" 

zsszs&f  ioophoia  ^  '  Kraws 

r^y^o^toe^S f^^4'  ~P  ^ 

WILDLIFE  AND  WILDLIFE  HABITAT 

f?  Thfz and  n°-  ^ ^  goes  & 

This  Alterative  p“  ^  °  “  **  ^  °pbons  «»»<*  *  «be  plen 

Wildlife  habitat  m  rTgdLdTT.d^relTdfTT8,  7**™  mod>(i™°™-  oaclosures,  connected 
given  priority  over  livestock  Forage  should  h  U  n  does  no1  80  far  eoough.  Wildlife  should  be 
be  tolerated  only  where  available  3„,  i^  T  10  W,ldJ,fe  **■  “d  livestock  should 

*-*>—*■ 

"JT“  •”  «“»*»  -an.  »« 

S^S^=S«SSSsa£5STO 

in  toe  Steens  during  dear  hunting  season  ^ ,agS  “d  rCStnC'  ““  00  roads 

SPECIAL  STATUS  ANIMAL  SPECIEsS 

toe  same  for  Special  Sut^Afo^l  S^es^Wh^T  PkT"  SpeC1“'  ^  T*ble  2‘1S  dors  001  *•>»** 


S»cm  Qnb  SEORMP  Cootmcnn 

P*e«5 
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o^“;±R™5  ""»*•  chosen  must  be  D  in  order  to 
*“*US  ~  -I  «-a-«l  Tctivity  is  °f  SP“,i' 

sss  £5  fELSTSSZSEZ:  SLin  £ sutus  - ,s  ^ 

endangered  species  This  dichoromv  ,n  tCnrxs  to  discu&s  hunting  and  fishing 

Gshmg  contributed  to  the  decline  of  a  spates  To'  ^hy'^uld'^th^0"  hUm“8  “d 
those  speces.  jus.  so  they  can  be  hunted^d  fished  ^  ^  **  &Vor 

work  (,,era  #  2-  -  - » or  Mb 

^Sz(Si,  s  -z 

c  r™ ’s^Si "  K  “ 

While  .,  seems  the  logtcal  step  ,„  many  places",  ^1“'“  ^ 

WILD  HORSES 

r  “r  yr* — -  ■——» 

atrSS?!&^-a^-«a2c 

Rangeland  and  grazing  uai 

=s?s~=~rs=3 

E  *" 

iStk confl,cts  A^°niD« ^SE/Ss 

immediately.  **  ^  ^  *  «"“* 


RECREATION 

visitor  dem«dt'Tj£^^^  X^e^uTZ'ZZ 

tjz  ■ way  of  prottctmg  •*  ^  t?s?^ 

protector'  *££ 

c^stenttth  ^thj^T'  S,n,CtUre  °f,h'COimt,“  *”d  ^  *  '—Bed  where 

Z‘  ^2^JlmaZ!2T  T  “y  *Tz!Z  lBClud* a  WSA  “d  ,h“  “ 

oppomtmties  Commercial  recreation  opponutuhea  wou^pti^,  3% 

trrt  ^sb,°  Mrains  srma  ^  —•*  wsa  -zns 

Ho  wd^TL  ,  recreation  penmts/commercial  uses  would  be  increased  [p  3-1001  " 

How  does  this  not  vtolate  the  spmt  of  The  Wilderness  Act?  ^  J 

Eacep.  for  the  spectfic  reference  to  Altcmahve  C,  we  support  the  implementation  of  Alternative 
PET  HIGHWAY  VEHin  rs 

In  Chtegoo  we  are  fortunate  that  until  now  OHVs  have  not  been  much  of  an  issue.  However  the 

SZLZZ5LZT  *  "t  M°n,ana  f°r  CXa”'P"'  «*“  motonzcd  reCTestfum' has 

become  perhaps  the  biggest  threat  to  our  public  lands  The  Siena  Club  is  concerned  that  this 

trend  will  soon  manifest  ifoelf  in  O^gi.  indeed,  the  BLM  expects  a  growth  rale  in  OHV  use  for 
■  Y'*K  b”"'ecn  200-500%!  (Appendices,  p.  327).  The  SEORMP  is  a  timely 
opportunity  to  prepare  for  pressure  on  our  ecosystems  from  increased  OHV  use. 

^l^ouehlvvtt^  2  0HVS’  Uni“S  p05ted  °^n  I(  >*  to  assume  foa,  there 

OT  It^^a^  £  “f*  “  r  f°r  regU‘“  P*0018  *°  ”>  use  and  possible  abuse 

be  TT  ^,PDdCy  °frf  °P“  to  OHV  use  unless  they  are  posted  closed  cannot 

ctueh ,rt  In  the  middl'  0f  °°whcre,  abusive  OHV  users  ride  past  these  stgns  and  are  rarely 
““**“**  i0r^  01jy  mag“mes  encourage  nders  to  explore  remote  trails  wash 

ttoms,  canyons,  etc.  For  now  Utah  is  the  prune  target,  but  before  long  Oregon's  potential  will 

Arlrcmdy  “  1970  Law  Review  Sorm^mn  cWed^y 

£££  ITT*  T  ***  °f  °Ur  pub“'  Umds'  wamed  «-  "off-ro Vehicle 

use  IS  becoming  a  threat  to  the  physical  environment  in  many  public  lands  areas' 

™tLtiT/°re  ***»  SeV'rely  ,inu'  *'  *°  whjch  «b«e  vehicles  have  access  The 

^owed  ,o  n»V,S^  ^  “  (”haliS’)  “d  noi«  Pollution  are  enormous  when  OHVs  are 

everywhere HV s^ruri  *'  ^  ^  W‘  ^h'd 

stream  "Zcs er°S’°n’  P°,,Ute  ^ 

noth.mtsar.  A’  k  ,  •  wcc<1y  plants,  and  provide  easy  access  for  poachers  and 

iMtcd^  Lble.«  snh  T  081Si!t teTOfy  that,CUltUral  •ucessible  to  OHVs  are  more  commonly 

ed  Unless  visitors  are  deep  ,n  a  wilderness  (study)  area,  chances  are  they  will  be  exposed  to 


5|m  Gob  SEORMP  Csmumims 


Sion  Chib  SEORMP  Coaancna 


environment  and  folfoTe  "then  “  *  <,Uie*  ““ 

on  propCT,y 

OHV.  Should  be  restnct«d  to  preS'"at,on  of  «be  native  vegeatic 

roads  will  encourage  cross-country  travel'  whi  h  ^  Allovving  them  on  "existin, 

trails.  Routes  that  are  now  little  more  than  ruts  wo^ld?  STT  t™J**.wh,ch  ^  become  ^xistu 
cross-country  machines.  quickly  turn  mto  major  thoroughfares  f 

der  Kosr smce  ,hey «»«-  h-*  of » 

shrubs  are  crucial  source,  of  fooJ^^a  aT  hcte  ^ tWS  “ 

provide  much-needed  rest  areas  for  Ly  bmls  aild  ““nuls,  and  the 

burrowing  animals  and  their  mmtt  I  gr8t3ri®  .  .m^S  ^an^s  ***  extensively  used  b 

eggs,  wtoch  in  nun'providc  food  fc,  A  ^  n>c.n«on  of  rtptA 

S'srrsdz r  — « 

a  result  of  OHVs  compacting  and  altennr  soil  on  ”UCh  “  90  A ,°f  soil  moisture  is  lost  a 

excluded  from  any  OHV  and  snowmoMe  use  Areas  with  u '’“T"8  ™*.  pl“'S  Shou)d  ^ 
plant  communities  and  hieh  m-bo»ot  i  W™1  ‘"’duble  soils,  senstnve  plants,  uniqui 

Lssive  ^  be  protected  from  wtde  spread^ 

can  also  sparic  wfidfires^  &  &  recreational  developments  or  staging  areas.  OHV: 

OHVs  and  snowmobiles  disturb  wildlife  causing  rh. 

winter.  Protection  of  winter  habitat  fnr  Whs^e  of  precious  energy  needed  to  survive 

spnng  and  the  summer  OHVs  disturb  the  birthm/TL*"  mU)'  dCCr  shouId  •*  *  pnonty  In  the 
upland  bird  habitat  which  should  k-  birthing  and  rearing  of  the  young.  OHVs  also  impact 

health  of  wildlife  habitat  should  be  ™'dr^‘‘f?,‘al,ly  *™g  the  nestmg  P^nod.  Not  only  the 
have  shown  that  OHV  haJc  ^l^  ^  ^  “*  iVersity  “d  «nn«mvity.  Studtes 

sssis  r-jrr-'  eitsrss.'e 

small  mammals  in  areas  used  by  OHV,  as  comped  to^s  ^  ^ 

TTte  BLM  should  not  provide  for  organized  OHV  events  Tho,a  „  .  -  , 

to  healthy  ecosystems,  inciuding  s^I^arer  and^eSi^^d  d““,0“  shou,d  •*  favQrab^ 
enjoyment  of  wildlife  scenery  camnmo  c  ,,.  8M^^“d  encouraGe  uses  that  preserve  the 

m^b 1,90 

improvements,  cultural,  or  vegetattve  resources  '  OHV  usV™*  bTs^^ntr^  £?£ 


Skm  Club  SEORMP  Commenti 
^9 


management  as  well 

the  planning  area.  y,e^d»  guide  land  use  decisions  in 

sbout  OHV  use  fo  Succor  Creek,  and  a.  Anderson 

by  OHVs  would  preclude  more  quirt  Sfvra  of  SC°Sltl.VC  *”*•  md  the  no,se  ****  du*  caused 
observed  OHVs  circulating  in  the  creek  bedded  ,^'""11°"'  A'  Anderlon  fussing  we  have 
retires  Should  be  litntfed  to  the  uplreSs  to^,  11^0^^^  °“'^"d  °HV 
npanan  vegetation  n  or  tne  creek  beds  and  the  destruction  of 

S  t°  S"  ^ few, 

Mounfein.  Sightseeing  flights  should  be  restricted  Sh°Uld  ^  *"0Wed  “  SteCTi 


VISUAL  RESOURCES 


of^eT,ve  D  VisuaI  rcsourc's  shouId  >* 

ACEC/RNA 


adequate  commumty  cells  for  special  status  species 
with  the  Oregon  NaruraJ  Heritage  Plan 


iou  arc  to  be  commended 


KlTr TTSs'te  'ZZZ2  nm*  0NHP  for  gu,dancc'  111 0M  pla“ 
rtL'm^at^TT  - 

Harney  Lake  RNA.  whichtdlreu^  "  fc 

Zml^Z^onRLM  ACEa  “  qU“tJ!y  °n  PaBe  109  °f  «he  1998  ONHP,  in 

adequately  Prefaated^hi^W^planl^btrt^may^ie^con^dOTd^  foe^ti^if '^^h00*  cons^dcred 
management  plans  are  sufficiently  reshictive  to  warrant  if  “  Wh“  S"''Sp'Clfic 

^rese  — p- 

processes  "  In  Appendix  T  VRM  n...  f  maml“n  “d  Promote  natural  values  and 

as: 


Skrr»  Club  SEORMP  Comrr*nt» 
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jSsME  *  A*?r*vc 

“sTLT^  TIT^:  LWr,ZZZtn  ACtoEC7'osed  ,o  ™CTal 

receive  NSO  status  '  preferred  because  at  least  most  of  the  acreage  will 

■ sl  -  ^  ^  3-9- 

Agam.  another  action  that  on  the  surface  doesn't  seem  aZakc  ami*  hlTb^'5  B 

roads  are  now  going  to  be  inside  the  A  PEP  »w  ^XC  I$  lX  boundary 

those  toads  have  lAe  jtt  ^Lle^vT^™  ^0^  °° 

=£S^£^*P^S=5 

n»ia^  JS3S3St*E^“  •“  -  «•■ 

rL'S£?M“«~ 

^LtiteTc  JSUVt  mmeral  leaime  bu£fcr  »•  chosen  for  Borax  Lake  under 
greater  amount  of  Allenuttive '““rneTuravIjrf  Lkis  £“  Ch°‘“  Wi"  **  '°  8°  for  ““ 

of  geothennai  energy  ^ 

When  you  propose  to  drop,  or  not  choose,  an  ACEC  under  AJtematives  C  or  D  vet  keen  it  MIWw 

Srltsr  sr  ^  zz 

mitigating  actions  are  discussed.  The  Owyto  River  ACBCbri^  ** 

doe  to  the  protections  offered  by  its  WSRte^cT  ^^7,  fH£  T’  * 
designations  ate  often  needed  to  protect  e*w£ Ll^,  £ ,eves  ^  overlapping 

^S^iSScTSi  -=  SXSTSsS 

H.^sr.,^‘sr,“crr  rk  “■— * 

that  “the  impacts  from  livestock  grazing  would^fte"^”  your  own  ma!>sls  shows 
*-*  i,  hy  saytng  adaptive  manaS  to^e^e^Cdid^^ 


your  existing  data  tells  you  that  grazing  will  continue  to  necaiivelv  imnact  amr- 
reduce  the  grazing  now  by  choosing  Alternative  Erf  What  ^  "°t 

process  which  would  identify  the  prices  tha,  would  provide^ "  * 

WILD  AND  SCENIC  TirVFPC 

of  streams  are  “d  T'"  3°° 

Unfortunately  between  these  two  rlr*«tir-  .n  i  y  ™*  stream5  wcre  found  eligible, 
offered  for  CoMiSa  ^vo  drastic  afi  or  almost  none  proposals  there  is  no  middle  ground 

°f  l«—  hy  Which  these 

Andrew,  Resource  Di^tctTJ T^tf  V “  7““  “  *“  "commended  by  the 

that  no  streams  will  be  found  to  besTLTe^rfoe  ^f^T'T''V  ^  ^  *e  ge,  go 
The  Sierra  Club  finds  the  fact  th*  ob"c^i^^  tZZ  “  ™ 

a^=eas=.-es=3===S x 

srss  ers  s,  ancstis  r  le- - -  <■< 

the  Wild  and  Scni,.  Riv„_  Ar.i‘ *  p“bho  Such  long-<«™  protection  is  best  afforded  by 


Malheur  RA 

Dry  Creek 
NF  Malheur  River 
Owyhee  River 
Malheur  River 
Cottonwood  Creek-Mi 
Jordan  RA 
Antelope  Creek-  J19 
Whitehorse  Creek 


Doolittle  Creek 
Cottonwood  Creek  J5 
Willow  Creek 
Little  Whitehorse  Creek 
Oregon  Canyon  Creek 
McDermitt  Creek 
NF  McDermitt  Creek 
Andrew*  RA 
Wildhorse 


Home 
Kiger 
McCoy 
Big  Trout 
Big  AJvord 

Little  Cottonwood  A25 

Van  Horn 

Mud 

Pike 
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wi  jd^fcl?!  gIOUPS  to  r"“m  thrar  0Wn  P‘“  ftr  the  Steens  Mountain  area  We 

would  welcome  the  opportunity  to  make  a  presentation  to  State  Director  Elaine  Zielfoski  and 
anter  into  meaningful  dialogue  regarding  penuenen,  protection  for  St^MouX, 

No  discussion  of  any  of  the  many  other  national  designations  was  included  in  the  SEORMP 

delnnn  ?^  ^  N'ad°M'  M°“"  or  Nanon7s<Lc/Recreatio„A^ 

5^2  mS~eS  ^  Wtf,'hCTrPOSS'bi'  ^  -uld  have  been 

T^nsOi'^„OK^rm,>0T'  ^  W're  not  CODSldtred  for  natl°nal  designation. 
rZ,Jr  f  i  “  ^  M  5UCh  ^  5110,1111  h®  studied  for  national  designatton  for 

protection  of  their  outstanding  natural  values  as  well. 

HUMAN  USES 

mamtL^?h°f  Hu?“  Uses:  A1“rnillive  D  U  the  best  management  plan.  Alternative  D  best 
maintains  the  area  for  recreation  and  natural  preservation. 

foA^^*r^fT^  A-0  mineral  development  emphasizes  commodity  extraction. 
7TjT^?omy.of  “w  ^  «Pec,ed  “>  ^vclop  would  replace  existing  sites  that  become 

b^e^',rhHyVS.‘S,t^  C“e  l0Bging  “d  graZi0«-  18  *'  DUrab“  sites  not  gradated 

The  nl  ti  dlf  cTOlt  ®lten“tlv«?  Mineral  extraction  is  not  an  activity  with  negligible  impact 
tAltr^  ti  "™bVeS  here  ™  cimraI  management,  which  "emphasizes  commodt^v  extraction" 
t Alternative  A),  or  no  new  mineral  developments  allowed"  (Alternative  E) 

The  assessment  of  psychological  impacts  on  people  in  the  area  is  useful  but  seems  one-sided  No 

r  trn  1S  e‘V“  '°r  lmpiCtS  0Iher  th“  *0  demoralization  from  less  ranching 

No  negative  unpacts  of  commodity  extraction,  such  as  having  to  deal  with  wasted 
abandoned  mines,  air  aid  water  pollution  from  combustion,  logging,  increased  tourist  traffic  and 
construction,  etc.  arc  mentioned. 

-h*""  “•i5™  of  **  “P*01  °»  bum“»  “  terms  of  economics  than 
q~^.rf  *  But  even  m  ,enns  of  economics,  any  economic  benefit  of  increased  tourism  and 
recreational  use  is  not  estimated  The  emphasis  in  this  section  is  very  definitely  on  ranching 
Ranching  operations  are  considered  in  depth  but  the  other  activities  are  not.  ^ 

°  m<>St  appropriat*,y  «•'  different  uses  humans  have  for  this 

area  ana  me  Men*  Club  recomraends  its  implementation 


CULTURAL  RESOURCES 

de'a^TwhJl’l81'^  (ZZVmA  thtg00d3enSet0  rcstore  *e  requirement  of  archeological 
clorancas  when  fence  building.  The  removal  of  this  requirement  was  incomprehensible  in  tight 

totally  appropriate  °f  “d  ^  making  your  re^aai  on  thiTX 


Si*rr»  Club  5EORMT  Co 

P*$e  !« 
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°f  *'  requ.mnent  to  “develop  , 

“,oci*ted  ***  blm  (p^c  oudirr^eT™ protection  metsurcs 

r  ~  -  - 

■he  culntral  values  and  gives  os  ho plam  Plea*»  »  because  it  honors 
properly  elevate  in  status  **  ^  important  resource  values  will  eventually. 

land  and  realty 

^PPort  Alternative  D  because  it  nrntv^-iv  .,ti , ,  ■ 

trades  and  acquisitions)  and  adequately  addresses  1SSUCS  of  ownership  (sales, 

Si— *■  ■£■ rc%r  ssx-r-— 

“™“  hii>,“  *■  «e  *  snjr,“  X; jxss  *”  *“  "nj  “* 

Sincerely, 


The  Oregon  Chapter  of  the  Sierra  Club 
High  Desert  Committee 

Jill  W  Workmen 
Committee  Member 


February  28,  1999 


Ed  Singleton,  Vale  District  Manager 
Vale  District  BLM  Office 
100  Oregon  Street  " 

Vale,  OR  97918 

Dear  Mr.  Singleton: 

Re  Southeast  Oregon  Resource  Management  Plan 
>  ' 

My  wife  and  I  have  visited  the  Steen  Mountains  twice  in  the  last  three  years  and 
have  enjoyed  the  stark,  open  beauty  of  the  area.  It  is  wonderful  to  get  away  from 
the  cities  and  be  able  to  enjoy  the  vistas  and  fresh  air  of  that  region 

I  have  been  informed  of  your  Southeast  Oregon  Resource  Management  Plan 
and  the  Impact  it  may  have  on  your  agency's  six  million  acres  in  this  area.  I  am 
told  that  your  preferred  Alternative  C  is  very  weak  in  its  efforts  to  control  livestock 
grazing  and  the  damage  it  can  cause  when  it  is  unregulated.  The  concept  of 
adaptive  management"  seems  absurd  on  the  face  of  it;  it  seems  to  be  a  sort  of  a 
blank  check  for  the  leaseholders  to  do  about  what  they  want.  Also,  the 
recommended  43  miles  of  desert  rivers  for  Wild  and  Scenic  River  status  is  far  too 
little 

I  urge  the  BLM  to  approve  and  implement  an  improved  version  of  your  draft 
plan's  Alternative  D  It  is  high  time  that  the  BLM  used  ecological  bases  for  land 
management  Livestock  grazing  cannot  continue  with  the  feeble  controls  once 
thought  sufficient  Long-term  land  protection  depends  on  going  along  with  nature 
and  not  with  just  the  current  political  and  economic  powers  of  the  region  And, 
when  it  comes  to  economics,  tourists,  visitors,  birders,  hunters  and  the  like  will  be 


***'4  tf13 


Her 


Copy:  Bums  District  Manager  Craig  Hansen 
Bruce  XX 
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Ed  Singleton 
Vale  District  Manager 
Vale  District  BLM  Office 
1 00  Oregon  Street 
Vale,  Oregon  97918 

Dear  Sir. 

I  am  writing  to  voice  my  extreme  concern  for  proposals  known  as  the  Southeast  Oregon  Resource 
Management  Plan  I  strongly  urge  to  adopt  the  plan  known  as  Alternative  D.  This  is  the  only  plan  that 
restricts  in  any  way  the  grazing  of  cattle  on  dessert  grass  lands  Please  save  this  area.  Stop  the  grazing  of 
cattle  on  public  lands. 

The  Salmon  are  dying.  Many  species  are  troubled.  Southeast  Oregon  needs  to  be  kept  wild.  We  need 
areas  that  are  undeveloped  they  enhance  our  state.  Species  like  the  kit  fox,  big  horn  sheep,  and  Townsend’s 
big  -eared  bat  are  in  danger  if  we  don’t  keep  these  lands  as  pristine  as  possible  Please  accept  Alternative 
“D."  Strengthen  our  existing  laws.  Keep  our  desserts  and  mountains  wild. 


Sincerely,  — N 

Kca  Marie  Grulich 


L-244 

/ 

SCOTT  FERGUSON,  P  C. 

Licensed  Tex  Consultant 
Enrolled  to  Practice  before  the  IRS 


deceived 
MAfl  -  4  jjgg 

VALE  DISTRICT  SUf 


March  1,  1999 

Ed  Singleton 
BLM,  Vale  District 
100  Oregon  Street 
Vale,  OR  97918 

RE:  SEORMP 

Dear  Ed  and  the  BLM, 

PLEASE  adopt  a  strengthened  Alternative  D  that  would  greatly  restrict  (possible 
exclude)  livestock  grazing  from  possible  wilderness  areas,  rivers  designated  as  Wild 
and  Scenic  and  other  areas  where  the  long-term  health  of  the  ecosystem  is  affected. 
PLEASE! 

These  are  hard  choices,  obviously.  Short-term  real  life  consequences  and 
long-term  ecosystem  impacts. 


When  you  think  of  how  your  children’s  children’s  children  would  view  your 
decision  how  does  that  affect  your  perspective? 

I  visit  this  area  of  our  state  often  and  have  made  economic  investments  there.  I  do 
so  because  of  its  beauty  and  uniqueness.  PLEASE  maintain  this. 
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February  24,  1 999 

Ed  Singleton,  Vale  District  Manager 
Vale  District  BLM  Office 
100  Oregon  Street 
Vale,  OR  97918 

RECEIVED 

RE:  SE  Oregon  Resource  Management  Plan  (SEORMP) 

Management  Plan  “Alternative  C”  vs.  “Alternative  D”  MAR  -  4  1999 

VAIE  DISTRICT  BLM 

Dear  Mr.  Singleton, 

I  write  as  a  concerned  citizen  of  Oregon  Although  I  live  in  the  Portland  area,  I  frequently 
venture  to  eastern  Oregon  where  I  also  own  property.  The  beauty  of  the  Wild  &  Scenic  areas  of 
Eastern  Oregon  are  beyond  human  description. 

It  has  come  to  my  attention  that  in  your  efforts  to  adopt  appropriate  ecosystem  management 
principles  to  maintain  and  manage  these  Wild  &  Scenic  areas,  you  have  settled  on  a  so-called 
“Alternative  C**  as  your  choice  for  future  management  decisions. 

Alternative  C  foils  to  call  for  any  reductions  in  livestock  grazing  and,  in  feet,  allows  3000  cattle 
to  continue  grazing  along  the  Wild  &  Scenic  Blitzen  River  -  contrary  to  your  own  scientists’ 
recommendations.  The  already  endangered  Steens  Mountain  National  Conversation  Area  would 
also  have  continued  grazing  under  this  alternative. 

Of  the  289  rivers  eligible  for  Wild  &  Scenic  status.  Alternative  C  only  nominates  43  for  this 
designation.  How  can  a  plan  such  as  this  comply  with  the  stated  SE  Oregon  Resource 
Management  Plan  (SEORMP)  when  it  foils  to  adhere  to  obvious  ecosystem  principles? 

It's  my  further  understanding  that  there  is  another  Alternative  (D)  on  the  table  that  comes  closer 
to  meeting  SEORMP  management  goals.  As  part  of  Alternative  D,  livestock  grazing  would  be 
reduced,  restoration  of  overused  sites  would  begin,  and  all  289  eLigible  river  would  be  proposed 
added  to  the  list  of  Wild  &  Scenic  Rivers;  thereby,  further  protecting  their  futures.  1  haven’t 
even  touched  on  the  specific  wildlife  that  would  be  seriously  affected  if  we  don’t  take  stronger 
protective  action  in  these  scenic  areas. 

It  seems  like  a  1 ‘no-brainer”  to  me  that  protection  of  Oregon’s  pristine  areas  should  be  of  the 
utmost  importance  to  all  of  us.  If  we  continue  to  overuse  these  sensitive  areas,  what  legacy  does 
that  leave  for  our  children?  What  will  they  think  of  us  then?  Will  we  be  remembered  as  the 
generation  that  let  nature  slip  through  our  fingertips? 


Page  2 
Ed  Singleton 
February  24,  1999 


Please.  Ed  -  if  the  BLM  intends  to  protect  the  6.3  million  areas  included  in  the  SEORMP,  it 
MUST  at  a  minimum,  adopt  Alternative  D  as  a  management  plan.  Even  better  would  be  to  re¬ 
write  Alternative  D  to  strengthen  the  BLM’s  commitment  to  protecting  these  unique  and 
beautiful  locations  in  Oregon  for  future  generations. 


EJ.  Gambee 


cc:  Craig  Hansen,  Burns  District  Manager 
Bums  District  BLM  Office 
HC  74-12533  Hwy  20,  West 
Hines,  OR  97738 
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BURNS  district 
BIM 


tan" 


* too  s.u>. 

C&  ?77*/ 


&LMt  Burn  j  0rrJn‘cf" 

KC  7^-U533  u ).  AO 

Hines,  OR  ?7?3* 


Dear  Jit'  Pafhbri**'. 

Em  closed  is  *  U'Hmr  *37  reemef^  I /aft. 

4-  BLM  #/'  t**y  4k0tjk“h  O*  1 

Plm*  CsEORMP) , 

T  Y0m"  "To  adoyd  AfderHadt  D 

Same  +JJi'dy'+**l  iKyrea&mjAr  //£.  /\ 

ft'yana*  areas,  2~  J*0^  +*+d  y0*r 

m  -fit.  3//^xn  Sy  steU\  #  fdot^n,  Gemfe.  t 

Crrrrk-  k. uj<-  J.  s. 

rn  ft'mj  5 

-/•  **- — -j  <r  ff  *f/r**j  fd-  } 

X  a  Isa  t/e  jv j  HJtf* j 

4  rr-*  -Qr  yam** #  4  Ca%tXeev»  ft*"  4***- 

LoM  *0 


‘TAa-'d-  yets*  ■A'*.*.  . 


St Hardy  , 

U^tfk  OQoI-Fl 


PisT.  tlFfvc*r - 

_ 


shI~S?1-HHU_ 

ftA.R-  k\tytt\^orJ  ; 


As  /--&r\Oi>iOneAS  /FtO  /HT-y  ~tke,  (i*£.5tirrS 

r4>  dome.  Ausnf  a^/eg. 


J)  Hvuj  MPa  au*  ~h>  /h^eS3L-mg^JL*J*rc.- 

L&rU>  F»g  c£-  irzsi—. tetf-  3-fyggfe^  ? — 


Z)  -Dir*  l  CtzchgJ&A~ 


Anf?  At^gjAJUtteSs  Access  f 


ol/€&-  aw*-  "fa  _ 

_ Acs _ Ste  A^cpDejttrya=fCv>\  op 

p^j~T  Hoto  t4/u t  _ 

■fke,  Urs-htty  0?  Cujjwnzs  ark^r-  ~7^a 

^  ^  - 


_ T^e^X/ 


btMH-  be 


S£azK  e>jf*L.  .a-&4A:  —  T?fe 


IaAol/A  Al/ot-j  Sbze:  iiis-hxi&AC _ 1  "7^ _ 

a^p  bg.  Z-iTT—  kJrthxuA  A _ J _ 

_ 7^hJ  'Vc 

heft a£.s  A/srije  ShiGga*fQA _ 

_ TTftjuK  you  -tke.  r^foex^-^  ~~t& 
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fawe&j  CF-  97235  -URKSDISTRIC 


Vp 


4J^e+i^S(rn^ 

■7Pvrn£^  rfaz- 


J£C4~  fa^iscei -j  fT  Jcz  feme.  A?  7?t&  , 

fat  ,/u*+is  faefac  , 

fat-  /t/Pcj-n*/,  sc.  <2^  fa  Prt&sr-cJ a /£+7icL&fa,  o>-f~ 

fat-  S<*st-€±st  Or^cm.  IZc^rce.  ?U^ 

hr  Tt*u/eci.  t(l.  Afamcfafa c  <3  fajJ  ■/>  rfaszc- 

fa-  juo-pfar-  of  to-u^s  ofa/v-rc/  /  Z>c//o/e.  Sl‘?lc+-m.s 

**fa  <Zo*~t*yc.  4  /fajZfa  4s-?ot.  /<jJr>yjw»u» \-f. 

2r2t,  c*y> esLc+nsVc^  fa*.  *£r-t^jZZc*sr  c *es-ncrt-  of  //_ 

jAt-JZ.  40-  aZttrOL^C  farrufaZ  6*  Pfas.  fa-/  f/UtZU. 

Zo-t4 Zp/~£S  f7c<f*ry  -f  dsfaf 
McZ  4  Jo  i^rfn  ufa/fa.  >  yfa  c/s/OiTj  o/t/ZfazrvC4_- 
A  Oioy a-o-xof  /o*f  -40  faj  /Zolo-nyios  of-d-fa 

ffa-Z  Moosifa*-  ^-nffaec  fUyCoc. .  //cfa  j-  <2**^  _p^/ 

~6fac  ZJ>-/*4t  /  ^e"  ST'  -/V7 'rusC**d-  '~^/'r'fai  c^ 

4~  ^y\^-  ff  ^a,  %-<*£,  T^Tt  »n<r  »«j 

Ai/  JjCC440C-  fa  A^toc-  Ado*.  ^  /tsn,  fa('.or~  Scony-sto/ 
'fa1*  C/iCsp/Asj .  fa/^mc/fart.  &  //005  -?tor~  jyv/eef  A// 

%  Tubfrfa  'W  -/fan.  faocojo.  /  rpks/ao-  rSd/cy,  /dfa 

h/.lol  ofa  St£o x+z;  BCd-fac/L,  <**fa  /fay fat-  /'/rors. 

■J^  fao^y  /Jr ST  fafa  fa- 


^lAuc#y 

Pc}‘  -ffr-r.  of  fp-niJtfano  fa  rsj/ic.  a~fa  Z'fafa/i.  ft-fayt-STt 
cn^/faL  'Oyo^o^far.  _T  urorir  fa-  fa-  tfa>//o~ujfaL 
'Zfar^oJ.  farexr  a«J  fa-  i  i  Jjfj/faCZ  J,  fajfa/  ^ 

u/Zcic.  /err-  -faaZ  ifae/  c** Axf/Zof  /*tsfads  o<s*r~ 

en.  Pfaic.  fan/  7/ceoo^  AJJ.  C  ‘  oof  3^Jct~f~ 
^"ifaroJ.  Afa.  t>  j*fa  Hz  -  Cr-zf/f  yfa ^x//l C  7fauZ~ 
r-*J  Jofa  a.  -feruxo-  of  3<tfa%i^c.  far-  /fa  i44<_ 

^  /sfa.  Jc^ufa^U  C*X40 fa/gf  <*i  S*osfad4f^fa  &SUje>^_^ 
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V«l»  Dirtrtcl  MB  Oragon  <o(0]0mbagwponl>nd  orao  or  blm  gov>  on  03102m 
10:17:31  AM 


To:  EOwin  Smgl«o<WUO/OR*U»/DOI.  Gory  Coopar/VUOOR/BLM/DOl 

cc 

Subject  Comrneots  or  the  SEORMP  -Forwanled 


areas  o  critical  environmental  concern; 
wilderness  study  areas,-  and 

grazing  allotments  in  fair  or  poor  condition. 

•  In  ny  view  "adaptive  management*  la  not  a  real  substitute  for  real 

standards  and  guidelines.  Without  constant,  on- the -ground  monitoring,  adaptive 
nanagement  may  only  lead  to  further  degradation. 

Ny  wife  and  I  have  visited  the  Vale  and  Suras  districts  quite  a  few  times.  The  area 
is  magnificent  and  strikingly  beautiful.  However,  the  damage  from  overgrazing  was 
extremely  evident  to  us  on  several  visits  In  particular,  on  one  drive  on  the  east 
side  of  the  main  Owyhee  River,  south  of  O.S.  9S.  there  were  miles  and  miles  of  Land 
that  had  so  many  hoof  prints  that  there  was  virtually  no  grass  left.  The  ONLY  thing 
noticeable  was  hoof  prints.  It  was  very  sad.  Grazing  must  be  reduced! 

Thanks  for  listening! 


Kalman  Brauner 


Kalman  Brauner 

Boeing  Cocnercial  Xirplanes  Group  -  Information  Systems  Architecture 


Hr.  Sd  Singleton,  Vale  District  Manager 
Vale  District  BIX  Office 
100  Oregon  Street 
Vale  OR  97918 

Hear  Mr.  Singleton: 

I  an  writing  to  you  to  comment  on  the  Southeast  Oregon  Resource  Management  Plan.  I 
like  to  make  two  points 

*  Please  reject  the  BLK’s  preferred  alternative,  Alternative  C.  Instead,  I 

urge  you  to  adopt  a  strengthened  Alternative  D  that  would  exclude  livestock  grazing 


Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers,  such  as  the  Blitzen  and  Owyhee  Rivers; 
riparian  areas ; 

critical  fish  and  wildlife  habit; 
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MAR  -  t  1999 

hyC  Siylhn  ~  \  .LE  DISTRICT  BUI  -f*f 
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—  1G«9  NCcwl 
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OREGON  STATE  SENATE 
SALEM,  OREGON 
97310-1347 
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February  26.  1999 


Bureau  of  Land  Management 

ATTN:  Cod>  Hansel  Acting  Bums  District  Manager 

Boms  District  Office 

HC74-12533  Hwy  20  West 

Hinei.  OR  97738 

Dear  Mr  Hansen 

I  am  writing  in  regard  to  The  Plan  that  will  guide  natural  resource  management  on 
BLM-administered  land  into  (he  2 1“  Century . 

The  provisions  in  this  Plan  is  much  too  obscure  for  private  landowners  lo  depict  the 
effects  and  impacts  this  may  have  on  them  By  not  including  precise  action  strategies, 
and  timelines,  it  is  impossible  to  determine  if  the  objectives  can  reasonably  be  met 

“Authorized  aircraft  Landing  ui  the  Steens  Mountain  Recreation  Lands  would  occur  on 
BLM-administered  lands  for  winter  activities  only  **  is  nonsensical  This  action  will 
cause  much  hardship  in  many  different  aspects  of  their  lives 

You  must  give  the  public  the  opportunity  to  analyze  some  of  these  actions  Reconsideration 
should  be  used  ui  reasoning  this  Plan 

It  is  only  fair  that  you  reach  for  more  of  a  midway 


Oregon  State  Senate 
District  30 


* 
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.JUddl-e.  Crpplc-  is  .not..parh  nf  the  Harney-Mal haur  . 


ICuluikiik  F^frg-  * 

Lake  ?^^iage.  Water 

r~  Reservoir,  (man  made).  Irrigation  water  for  Barton  Lake 


Southeastern  Oregon  Resource  Management  Plan 
Curcnu  «f  Land  MnnaRcmcnt  /  Vnle  and  bums  Districts 

Comment  Response  Card 


Receive  o 

MAR  04  1999 
--Juuusaisr  fuo 


/7 rase  take  a  few  minutes  to  ]*roride  your  input 
concerning  the  information  discussed  in  this 
document.  We  ore  interested  in  your  ideas  and  look 
forward  to  hearing  from  you.  Please  print  dearly 
and  indude  your  name  and  address  at  right.  Mail 
j~our  comments  by  March  /,  1999  la  one  of  the 
add i  esses  luted  below. 


(Nw)  J  Allan  Otley 


<c«y) 


Creek  flows  into  Dry  Lake 


Ranch  is  taken  from  Dry  Lake  Reservoir.  The  excess  water 


from  flood  irrigation  flows  into  the  Diamond  Craters. The  1996 


r iparian  coni  i  Lion  and  trend  for  Riddle  rrppk  as  poor  and 


s tatic  may  be  outdated.  BLM  reported  Riddle  Creek  to  be  in 


good  condition  in  1999.  Much  of  Riddle  Creek  is  fenced.  In 


1999  BLM  will  fence  another  two  and  one  half  miles  of  the 


stream.  I  have  lived  here  for  55  years. Fish,  were  plentiful. 


then  and  remain  the  same  today.  Presently,  private  and  public 


grazing  lands  are  very  much  multiple  use  with  big  game  and 


bird  hunting,  fishing,  hiking,  photography . rampi nq  and  nthe 


sports.  Presently.  lands  in  the  Andrews  Resource  Area  are 


mostly  rest  and  rotation  in  the  rathlp  grazing  allotments. 


I  prefer  Alternative  B,  continue  present  management  with 


rjo  change.  Energy  nnri  xinpra] — resources  need  to  b»  developed 


Prescribed  burning  must  continue  to  restore  the  aquifers  in 


juniper  infested  areas,  thus  improving  ihp  vpgp^ai-  i.m. 


K’o  National  Conservation  a,rea  fnr  tht>  st-ppns  Mnnni»in. 


Many  thousands  cf  acres  of  private  lands  and  private  ranch 


homes  lie  within  these  once  proposed  hniinttarios. - Often  set- 


aside  areas  attract  tnn  many  paopiA. - &JL1  IMS  land  is  preae 


open  to  the  public.  Continue  multiple  use  in  thg  K’l  idprnp«j«t 


Study  Area  of  the  Andrews  Bawniirna  Area. 


Thank  you  for  allowing  me  to  comment  on  this  SF.QRMP. 


Sincerely , 


O 

H 


Gary  Cooper 

Glenn  Patterson 

BLM.  Vale  District  Office 

BLM.  Bums  District  Ojjice 

100  Oregon  Street 

or 

lie  74-12333,  liny  20  B  est 

Vale,  Oregon  97913 

Hines,  Oregon  97736 

(Sdl)  473-3144 

(541)  573-4400 
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BERT  FINCERHUT 


Mar  -  8  (933 

Valed<strictBlu 


Wall  Weber 


^ce(1 

***** 


3/3/99 


Dear  Mr.  Singleton, 

I  am  writing  about  the  SEO  RMP.  While  from  Colorado  I  have  recreated  a  lot  in  this  area 

I  think  alternative  C  if  a  mistake  and  I  support  alternative  D.  I  would  strengthen  the  RMP 
to  fully  protect  areas  around  streams  from  grazing  as  these  areas  could  possibly  become 
wilderness  someday 


Bert  Fingerhut 


March  1, 1999 

Ed  Singleton.  Vale  District  Manager 
Vale  District  BLM  Office 
100  Oregon  St. 

Vale.  OR  97918 

Dear  Mr  Singleton: 

I  would  like  to  comment  on  BLMs  SE  Oregon  Resource  Management  Plan  (SEORMP)  and  BLM 
grazing  management  in  general.  Although  most  of  my  fishery  management  career  was  spent  on 
the  Oregon  coast,  1  did  spend  6  years  in  Central  Oregon  and  have  been  exposed  to  grazing  issues 
through  field  trips,  professional  societies  (American  Fishery  Society)  forums,  scientific 
publications,  media  articles  and  personal  recreation  activities. 

My  experiences  have  led  me  to  the  general  conclusion  that  wherever  grazing  is  permitted;  be  it  on 
private,  BLM  or  USFS  lands;  the  riparian  area,  the  stream  and  the  fish  resource  are  degraded. 
Although  BLM  and  USFS  are  purported  to  be  multiple  use  land  managers,  it  seems  that  grazing  is 
allowed  to  adversely  impact  the  other  uses.  Range  and  riparian  vegetation  studies  identify  a  high 
percentage  of  grazed  public  lands  to  be  in  a  degraded  condition  Granted,  much  of  the  serious 
damage  occurred  many  years  ago  which  explains  why  "cowboys  and  land  managers"  can  plead 
that  the  watershed  is  in  the  same  condition  today  that  it  was  years  ago.  Relatively'  little  has  been 
done  on  private  or  public  lands  to  reverse  the  degraded  condition  despite  an  obv  ious  need  to  do  so 
It  appears  that  on  public  lands  the  range  managers  are  too  close  to  the  cattle  industry  and  don’t 
have  the  willpower  and/or  manpower  to  initiate  and  maintain  proper  management  The  minimal 
grazing  fees  paid  by  grazers  may  be  one  reason  that  restoration  and  monitoring  is  underfunded 
Additional  funding  by  congress  could  have  provided  funds  for  such  activities  but  it  is  my  feeling 
the  grazing  program  should  be  self  supporting 

Riparian  areas  recovery  response  to  elimination  of  grazing  is  amazing.  Although  it  may  take  many 
years  for  a  complete  recovery,  the  initial  response  is  rapid.  Camp  Cr.  and  Bear  Cr.  (Crooked  R. 
w  atershed)  and  the  lower  Deschutes  R.  arc  examples  of  recovering  riparian  areas  Contrast  the 
Deschutes  R  with  the  mainstem  John  Day  R.  where  grazing  continues.  BLM  is  to  be  commended 
for  their  participation  is  these  recovery  projects.  The  Deschutes  National  Forest  has  been 
particularly  progressive  in  grazing  management  in  sensitive  areas.  They  have  gone  as  far  as  to 
obtain  ownership  to  critical  areas  within  their  boundancs(Big  Marsh)  that  were  being  overgrazed 
Once  restored,  a  watershed  may  not  only  be  a  productive  fish  and  wildlife  area  but  may  provide 
increased  livestock  forage  also  At  that  point  a  carefully  monitored  adaptive  management  plan 
could  represent  true  multiple  use 
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It  is  obvious  there  is  potential  for  solutions  to  recovery’  of  overgrazed  areas.  However,  BLM  has 
been  unsuccessful  in  implementing  and  monitoring  limited  grazing  systems  or  other  forms  of 
adaptive  management  It  does  not  appear  that  grazers  are  going  to  voluntarily  adopt  grazing 
protocols  that  would  permit  riparian  7X> ne  restoration  on  public  or  private  lands  (apologies  to  those 
few-  ranchers  that  are  progressive  enough  to  do  this  on  their  own).  Given  the  history  of  BLM 
grazing  management  it  appears  that  the  only  realistic  solution  to  riparian  area  protectionrestoraiion 
is  a  total  removal  of  grazing  from  these  sensitive  areas 

Based  on  the  above  comments,  I  am  opposed  to  BLM*s  adoption  of  Alternative  C  for  the 
SEORMP.  This  alternative  fails  to  reduce  livestock  grazing  and  calls  for  "adaptive  management" 
to  control  ongoing  grazing  abuses  as  well  as  restore  degraded  riparian  areas.  It  continues  to  allow 
grazing  along  the  Wild  and  Scenic  Blitzen  R.  and  within  the  Steens  Mountains  National 
Conservation  Area.  This  represents  BLM’s  "business  as  usual  "management  and  is  a  documented 
failure. 

I  am  hoping  the  BLM  will  do  the  right  thing  for  a  change  and  adopt  a  strengthened  Alternative  D 
which  would  eliminate  grazing  along  all  rivers,  streams  and  wetlands  along  with  reducing  grazing 
in  upland  allotments  in  less  than  good  condition  and  in  areas  of  critical  environmental  importance 
My  comments  apply  to  other  BLM  managed  lands  as  well  The  John  Day'  R.  riparian  corridor  is  a 
classic  example  of  terrible  multiple  use  management. 

I  appreciate  the  chance  to  comment  on  this  issue  If  you  should  have  questions,  please  feel  free  to 
contact  me.  Please  keep  me  informed  as  to  which  alternative  is  selected  and  the  rational  that 
supports  the  selection. 


Sincerely 

Jalf-lMtM' 

Walt  Weber 

Retired  ODFW  Fishery  Biologist 
1970-1997 


cc:  Craig  Hansen,  BLM -Bums 

Paula  Burgess,  Governors  Office 
Oregon  Natural  Desert  Association 
U.S.  Sens.  Wyden,  Smith 

U.S.  Reps  Blumenauer,  DcFazio,  Hooley,  Walden,  Wu 
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Betsy  Toll 


Feb  25,  1999 

Ed  Singleton.  Vale  District  Manager 
Vale  District  BLM  Office 
100  Oregon  Street 
Vale.  OR  97918 

Dear  Sir, 


Concerning  the  Southeast  Oregon  Resource  Management  Plan  1  urge  you  to  drop  Alternative  C  as  the 
preferred  alternative,  and  instead  choose  a  strengthened  Alternative  D. 

The  Alternative  C  management  option  is  seriously  flawed  in  the  following  ways  Alternative  C 

•  fails  to  call  for  any  livestock  grazing  reductions,  even  when  resource  damage  occurs,  and 
allows  3,000  cows  to  continue  grazing  along  the  Wild  and  Scenic  Blitzen  River,  contrary’  to 
agency  scientists'  recommendations. 

•  nominates  only  43  out  of  289  river  miles  that  are  eligible  for  Wild  and  Scenic  River  status. 

•  proposes  a  Steens  Mountain  National  Conservation  Area,  without  making  any  changes  to 
grazing  management  there, 

•  leaves  3.8  million  acres  -  a  majority  of  the  planning  area'  -  open  to  off-road  vehicle  use. 
closmg  less  than  1  %  of  the  area  (22,000  acres)  to  ORVs, 

•  relies  on  controversial  "adaptive  management "  a  tool  the  BLM  has  used  in  the  past  to  justify 
allowing  livestock  operators  to  graze  beyond  the  limits  of  the  their  permits;  and 

•  fails  to  satisfy  the  SEORMP's  stated  intern  to  adhere  to  ecosystem  management  principles. 

I  urge  the  BLM  to  choose  a  strengthened  Alternative  D  that  excludes  livestock  grazing  from  Wild  and 
Scenic  Rivers,  such  as  the  Blitzen  and  Owyhee  Rivers,  Riparian  areas.  Critical  fish  and  wildlife  habitat. 
Wilderness  study  areas,  and  Grazing  allotments  in  "fair"  or  "poor"  condition  Alternative  D  would 

•  allow  for  reductions  in  livestock  grazing  levels, 

•  emphasize  undeveloped  types  of  recreation,  and  close  recreation  sites  where  natural  values 
are  jeopardized  by  overuse, 

•  de -emphasize  fire  suppression. 

•  add  26  new  Areas  of  Critical  Environmental  Concern,  totaling  191,000  acres, 

•  propose  289  nver  miles  for  federal  Wild  and  Scenic  River  status 

To  protect  these  6  3  million  acres  that  include  wild  places  such  as  Steens  Mountain  and  the  Alvord 
Desert,  for  the  health  and  well-being  of  our  grandchildren  and  future  generations,  it  is  imperative  that 
you  choose  a  strengthened  Alternative  D 


SmcsreWT^ 
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Betsy  1 

Cc:  Jim  Keona,  Bums  District  Manager.  Senator  Ron  Wyden.  Senator  Gordon  Smith 
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Beardsley  Grrakam,  P.E. 
Consultant 
Life  Fellow  IEEE 

Registered  Professional  Engineer 
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1  March  1999 

Ed  singleton,  Vale  District  Manager 
Vale  District  BLM  Office 
100  Oregon  Street 
Vale,  OR  97918 

Dear  Mr.  Singleton: 

I  remain  appalled  that  BLM  cannot  or  will  not  understand  that  cattle, 
an  intrduced  exotic  species  in  the  High  Desert,  continue  their  riparian 
depredations.  Regarding  SEORMP  I  urge  you  to  reject  Alternative  C 
and  select  a  strengthed  Alternative  D! 

I  was  involved  in  California's  Desert  Reclamation  efforts  and  having 
camped  throughout  Oregons's  High  Desert  land  I  can  only  hope  that  it 
will  be  preserved.  Please,  those  of  us  who  love  the  land  the  way  it 
is/was  need  help! 

Sincerely,  / 

Beardsley  Graham 

cc:  Craig  Hansen,  Bums  District  Manager 
BG  bma  3/4/99  9:19  AM 
f :  BLMSEORMP0403 


March  8,  1999 


Ed  Singleton, 

Vale  District  BLM  Offl.ce 
1 00  Oregon  Street 
Vale,  OR  97918 

Dear  Mr.  Singleton: 

Re:  SEORMP 

I  urge  you  to  reduce  cattle  grazing  and  choose  Alternative  "D" 
for  the  management  of  Oregon  high  desert.  Promote  the  natural 
values  of  the  land  and  resources. 

It  is  important  to  protect  the  rivers  and  riparian  areas. 

Protect  the  fish  and  wildlife  habitat  and  wilderness  study 
areas. 

Cattle  are  the  wrong  species  of  animals  for  the  high  desert 
lands  of  eastern  Oregon.  Cattle  do  serious  damage  to  the  land, 
waters  and  vegetation. 

Although  not  being  discussed  here,  I  really  do  believe  that 
the  ultimate  goal  for  the  Oregon  high  desert  should  be  to  phase 
out,  or  buy  out  the  cattle  allotments  of  the  region. 

In  any  case,  please  reduce  the  adverse  impacts  of  cattle  grazing 
on  the  Oregon  High  desert. 


Sincerely 


P-h 


tya/vUKi>v  iSbuMrx 

R.  Marriner  Orum 
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John  Perry/Dottie  Perry 


March  9,  1999 

Ed  Singleton 
Vale  District  Manager 
1 00  Oregon  St. 

Vale,  OR  97918 

cc  Craig  Hansen,  Burns  District  Manager 
cc:  Oregon  Natural  Desert  Association 

Dear  Mr  Singleton 

In  gathering  data  for  The  Sierra  Club  Guide  to  the  Natural  Areas  of  Oregon  and 
Washington,  I  spent  many  weeks  in  Southeast  Oregon,  studying  the  area  and  talking  with 
members  of  your  staff  Having  several  family  members  in  Oregon  has  meant  frequent  trips  there 

Thus  I  have  read  with  interest  and  concern  your  Resource  Management  Plan  for  the  area 
The  decision,  as  you  well  know,  will  shape  the  area  for  generations  to  come  It  will  express 
BLM’s  governing  philosophy 

1  am  greatly  disturbed  that  .Alternative  C  should  be  designed  Preferred  It  represents  a 
huge  concession  to  livestock  interests  and  acceptance  of  continued  resource  degradation 

Such  concessions  to  timber  interests  cost  the  Forest  Service  dearly  No  longer  able  to 
have  confidence  in  the  Service,  many  organizations,  citizens,  and  newspaper  now  support  the 
proposal  that  all  logging  on  public  land  be  stopped  Cattlemen,  a  tiny  fraction  of  the  voting 
population,  could  be  overwhelmed  by  a  similar  movement  to  prohibit  grazing 

Alternative  D  is  clearly  the  best  of  the  lot,  but  it,  too,  yields  too  much  to  grazing  interests 
Certainly  all  grazing  should  be  halted  in  riparian  areas,  in  CEC  areas,  in  wilderness  study  areas, 
and  where  overgrazing  has  already  damaged  the  range  This  is  commonsense  managent  - 
assuming  the  regulations  are  enforced 

This  is  a  watershed  decision  for  BLM  It  will  tell  us  whether  you  can  be  trusted  to  manage 
our  lands. 

Sincerely, 


RECEIVED 
MAR  1  5  1999 
VALE  DISTRICT  BLM 
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Dale: 

March  15,  1999 

RECEIVED 

To 

Mike  Golden,  Chairman 

SEORAC 

MAR  1  9  1999 

From: 

Tom  Harris,  Member 

SEORAC 

vale  district  blm 

Subject 

Comments  on  SEORMP 

The  broad  scope  and  scale  of  this  RMP  does  indeed  require  some  separate  and  individual 
comment  as  explained  by  Mike  Golden  The  possibility  of  consensus  on  many  issues  is 
there  but  the  time  factor  for  discussion  is  not  given  the  broad  cross-section  and  limited 
meetings  of  the  committee 

This  RAC  has  not  been  afforded  the  formal  designation  of  an  OHV  Representative  which 
is  unique  and  unexplainable  We  have,  however,  dispersed  and  commercial  recreation 
positions.  For  purposes  of  comment  on  the  RMP  it  would  be  difficult,  I  think,  to  separate 
the  two  since  the  areas  of  concern  are  the  same 

The  focus  of  my  concerns  are: 


Reasonable  Access  -  The  needs  for  backcountry  access  seem  to  be  lost  in  the  hurry  to 
comply  with  road  density  reduction  and  transportation  plans  Recreation  consideration 
shouldn’t  wait  until  all  other  resource  considerations  are  satisfied  Good  resource 
planning  is  like  a  good  receipe,  recreation  may  be  akin  to  a  dash  of  salt  to  the  RMP  but  the 
end  product  will  suffer  for  the  lack  of  it 

While  it  is  true  that  most  denials  for  access  are  based  on  real  ecological  concern,  it  is  just 
as  true  that  many  of  these  concerns  have  remedial  answers  other  than  closure  There  is 
adequate  engineering  information  in  the  text  of  existing  CFR’s  and  regulations  to  address 
trail  deficiencies.  The  argument  of  lack  of  personnel  and  funding  shortages  have  some 
answers  in  partnerships,  volunteers  and  the  availability  of  gas  tax  dollars  through  Oregon’s 
All  Terrain  Vehicle  Account  Allocation  Committee.  These  assets  are  ignored  frequently 
enough  to  make  one  wonder  if  the  recreation  specialists  are  fully  apprised  of  these  tools 


Education  -  Elementary  education  is  the  real  answer  and  BLM  and  USFS  does  more  to 
combat  ecological  ignorance  than  our  school  systems  by  sponsoring  educational  programs 
My  main  point,  however,  here  is  not  elementary  but  college  level  education  At  a 
northwestern  college  this  year  20  resource  bound  students  were  asked  their  opinion  of 
motorized  recreation  -  ALL  replied  that  it  should  not  be  allowed  This  negative  bias  is 


showing  up  in  decisions  everywhere  as  young  people  assume  their  role  in  resource 
agencies  The  opponents  to  motorized  use  would  call  that  a  victory  but  they  are  wrong. 
By  not  addressing  viable,  environmentally  friendly  alternatives,  we  sponsor  improper  use 
and  vandalism  That  there  are  ignorant  users  is  presently  a  given,  but  ignorant  decisions 
lend  little  to  the  planning  process  The  agencies  should  look  into  the  educational  format 
of  these  institutions  of  higher  learning  and  demand  changes  You  need  a  better  product 
The  need  to  emphasize  education  at  all  levels  should  be  in  the  document 

>  ' 

Land  Use  Classification  -  BLM  and  USFS  use  Closed,  Limited  and  Open  as  land  use 
designations  The  Closed  and  Limited  are  self-explanatory  It  is  the  Open  designation 
that  needs  our  attention  There  are  sub-paragraphs  that  modify  this  designation  but  those 
sub-paragraphs  are  not  explained  adequately  to  the  public.  The  sub-paragraphs  explain 
that  you  may  leave  the  trail  if  you  do  not  run  over  vegetation,  endangered  plants  and 
cultural  resources  If  you  were  a  botanist  or  an  archaeologist,  traveling  at  even  four  miles 
an  hour  would  require  some  expert  field  calls  The  overriding  threat,  then,  is  the  Open 
classification  To  those  of  us  who  worry  about  “ghost  trails”,  erosion  and  a  proliferation 
of  unsightly  trails,  it  is  a  planners  nightmare. 

Glenn  Patterson  of  the  Bums  office  accurately  reminded  me  that  the  “Designation  problem 
is  bigger  than  the  RMP”  This  is  a  problem  that  is  shared  agency-wide  by  both  USFS  and 
BLM  This  doesn’t  prevent  us,  however,  from  taking  the  first  step  to  correct  it,  that  of 
formally  recognizing  it  in  the  plan. 

The  Sonoma-Gerlach  and  Paradise-Denio  DEIS  (Sept  1998),  page  3-54  states  in 
reference  to  the  Open  designation  “This  designation  puts  approximately  ten  million  acres 
at  the  discretionary  use  of  OHV  enthusiasts  who  wish  to  travel  cross-country  from  one 
destination  to  another  ”  Only  the  acreage  changes  in  the  SEORMP  I  would  submit  that  4 
million  acres  is  just  as  significant  and  just  as  threatened  Shouldn’t  a  similar  statement 
appear  in  the  SEORMP? 

Not  only  should  the  Open  classification  be  dropped,  or  significantly  changed,  but  we 
should  be  involved  in  an  aggressive  plan  to  provide  adequate,  environmentally  sound  trail 
alternatives  for  multiple  use  that  includes  motorized 


Motorized  Recreation  Planning  -  Most  resource  experts,  whether  botanist,  biologist, 
archaeologist,  have  a  singular  thrust,  while  the  recreation  planner  is  often  dual  duty  with 
some  other  agency  entity  It  would  be  difficult  to  assume  that  this  planner  would  be 
skilled  at  all  the  different  aspects  of  recreation,  i.e.  hiking,  equestrian,  ATV/MC/4WD, 
skiing  and  snomobiling  In  the  past  there  has  been  “master  performers”  within  the 
agencies  where  expert  peer  advice  could  be  obtained  They  could  even  be  “borrowed”. 
Unfortunately,  the  master  performers  are  disappearing  through  cutbacks  and  retirement 
Worse,  they  are  not  being  replaced  Except  for  an  occasional  knowledgeable  champion. 


we  are  often  left  with  someone  who  knows  too  little  about  the  recreational  needs  in  his 
area 

An  unfortunate  truth  that  compounds  the  problem  is,  users  historically  do  not  have  a  good 
communication  ethic  and  are  probably  not  going  to  change  The  agency  needs  to  be 
aggressive  and  develop  an  outreach  that  would  encourage  the  development  of  mini- 
symposiums  comprised  of  all  users  There  is  a  wealth  of  information,  suggestions  and 
partnerships  out  there  I  would  start  with  known  organizations  and  develop  from  that 
core  group  The  alternative  is  to  make  decisions  without  informed  input  and  the  planner, 
user  and  the  environment  suffer. 

Trail  designation  with  seasonal  closures  and  permits  do  require  more  work  than  closures 
but  are  infinitely  more  effective  That  there  will  be  resistance  to  seasonal  closures  and 
permits  is  academic  A  good  example  is  planning  for  the  hunting  disciplines  Limiting  the 
hunter  numbers  has  preserved  the  experience  and  lessened  the  impact  Permitted  use  also 
has  the  advantage  of  accounting  for  use  numbers  With  the  casual  OHV  user,  you 
presently  have  no  idea  of  how  many  or  when  Planning  has  a  need  for  numbers  as  they  are 
relative  to  impact.  Shouldn’t  we  be  planning  for  this  advent,  rather  than  make  those 
eventual  knee-jerk  decisions  that  satisfy  political  whimsy  and  little  else? 

My  criticisms  generalize  rather  than  name  page  and  paragraph,  for  the  most  part. 
Usually  specific  criticisms  fell  flat  at  this  point  in  the  process  My  point  in  generalization  is 
that  if  the  points  I  have  described  had  been  considered  and  exercised  there  would  be  a 
substantial  reduction  in  the  need  to  criticize.  The  deficiency  is  not  so  much  what  has  been 
accomplished  in  the  RMP  but  what  has  been  omitted  in  the  process 

Some  specific  comments  are: 

Of  the  three  proposals  that  have  been  offered  for  Steens  Mountain  the  National 
Conservation  Area  is  the  best,  allowing  for  planned  activity  with  controls.  The  National 
Monument  and  National  Park  concepts  are  far  too  exclusionary. 

The  Economic  Impact  Reference  studies  conducted  by  Ashley  1993  and  Johnson  1995  are 
considered  inaccurate  Where  motorized  use  (OHV)  is  addressed  there  are  no 
breakdowns  as  to  type  of  vehicle  and  pertinent  expenditures  are  flawed  by  omission. 
There  is  a  new  study  being  accomplished  by  Dr.  Rebecca  Johnson  of  OSU  for  Oregon 
State  Parks  and  Recreation 

Volume  2,  Appendix  H,  Recreational  Opportunity  Spectrum,  Semi  Primitive  Motorized, 
page  3-59  states  “Challenge  and  risk  opportunities  are  not  very  important,  although 
testing  of  outdoor  skills  may  be.”  Challenge  and  risk  opportunities  are  indeed  important 
although  the  frequency  should  be  minimal  and  the  design  environmentally  well  founded 


THph 

cc:  Steve  Ellis,  Designated  Federal  Official  SEORAC 
BLM-Lakeview  District 
HC-10  Box  337 
Lakeview,  OR  97630 

Gary  Cooper 
BLM-Vale  District 
100  Oregon  Street 
Vale,  OR  979 18 

Glenn  Patterson 
BLM-Bums  District 
HC74  -  12533  Hwy  20W 
Hines,  OR  97738 

Scott  Moore,  Outdoor  Recreation  Planner 

Andrews  Resource  Area 

BLM-Bums  District 

HC74  -  12533  Hwy  20 W 

Hines,  OR  97738 
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To:  Gary  Cooper,  Vale  District  BLM 

Glenn  Patterson,  Bums  District  BLM  . 
From:  Bruce  Taylor,  Defenders  of  Wildlife 
Date:  March  17,  1999 

Re:  draft  Southeast  Oregon  Resource  Management  Plan 


The  following  are  some  brief  comments  on  the  draft  plan.  I  realize  that  the  deadline  was 
March  1,  but  1  only  received  a  copy  of  the  draft  last  week  after  talking  to  Gary  I  had 
submitted  comments  on  the  scoping  process  in  November  1995  and  asked  to  be  added  to 
the  mailing  list  at  that  time  in  my  capacity  as  executive  director  of  the  Oregon  Wetlands 
Joint  Venture.  Apparently  neither  the  Joint  Venture  nor  Defenders  of  Wildlife’s  West 
Coast  Office  ever  made  it  onto  the  list.  Given  Defenders’  extensive  work  with  BLM  on 
the  Oregon  Biodiversity  Project,  we  would  appreciate  your  consideration  of  these 
comments. 


Areas  of  Critical  Environmental  Concern.  The  plan  appears  to  do  a  good  job  of 
identifying  sites  for  potential  designation  as  ACECs.  The  plan  recommends  sites  within 
all  of  the  “conservation  opportunity  areas”  identified  in  the  Oregon  Biodiversity  Project’s 
analysis,  usually  for  the  same  reasons 

Although  the  proposed  ACEC  designations  are  much  narrower  in  scale  than  the 
conservation  opportunity  areas,  they  generally  seem  to  target  the  same  resource  values 
we  identified  in  our  broader-scale  analysis  One  major  exception  is  in  the  Bully  Creek 
area,  where  aspen  habitats  in  shrub  steppe  mosaics  were  one  of  the  features  that  led  us  to 
select  this  area.  BLM  is  proposing  several  ACECs  in  this  general  area,  but  none  of  them 
appear  to  include  these  habitats  Whether  this  is  an  oversight  on  BLM’s  part  or  a 
weakness  in  the  data  we  were  working  with,  I  don’t  know. 

Alternative  D  in  most  cases  provides  for  significantly  larger  ACEC  designations  than 
those  proposed  in  the  preferred  alternative.  The  more  expansive  designations  would  have 
significant  benefits  for  biodiversity  management  with  relatively  minor  impacts  on  other 
resource  uses. 


The  management  prescriptions  for  ACECs  under  Alternative  D  are  also  clearly 
preferable,  in  that  they  tend  to  give  greater  weight  to  protection  of  resource  values  The 
preferred  alternative  generally  attempts  to  minimize  impacts  of  the  ACEC  designation  on 
existing  uses  such  as  livestock  grazing. 


Recommendation:  Adopt  Alternative  D  for  Areas  of  Critical  Environmental  Concern. 


Steens  Mountain  National  Conservation  Area  The  preferred  alternative  recommends 
congressional  designation  area  of  a  768,983-acre  national  conservation  area  on  Steens 
Mountain.  The  Alvord  Basin  should  logically  be  included  but  has  been  excluded  from  the 
proposed  boundary.  Wilderness  study  areas  and  proposed  and  existing  ACECs  in  this 
area  provide  a  solid  foundation  for  management  for  biodiversity  values.  Debate  should 
probably  focus  on  whether  the  plan’s  generic  management  standards  are  adequate  to 
address  biodiversity  conservation  needs  in  this  area.  Application  of  Alternative  D 
management  strategies  to  the  national  conservation  area  would  substantially  improve 
prospects  for  long-term  conservation  of  biodiversity  values. 

Recommendation:  Adopt  Alternative  D  for  Steens  Mountain  National  Conservation 
Area,  with  inclusion  of  Alvord  Basin. 

Livestock  grazing.  Over  the  entire  planning  area,  the  preferred  alternative  (Alt.  C)  could 
result  in  reductions  of  as  much  as  10  percent  in  ament  animal  use-months.  Alternative  D 
could  result  in  reductions  of  as  much  as  20  percent  from  current  grazing  levels 
Reductions  would  result  primarily  from  efforts  to  meet  objectives  for  riparian  habitats, 
wild  and  scenic  rivers,  ACECs,  and  special  status  species. 

Under  current  management,  only  66,000  acres  out  of  the  planning  area’s  6.3  million  acres 
are  not  allocated  to  livestock  grazing.  (Another  26,000  acres  are  excluded  from  grazing 
under  past  agreements  to  protect  specific  resources  within  existing  allotments.)  BLM’s 
preferred  alternative  would  remove  an  additional  8,836  acres  from  the  existing  grazing 
allocation. 

The  preferred  alternative  generally  takes  a  cautious  approach  toward  any  changes  in 
status  quo.  Virtually  all  of  the  planning  area  is  currently  available  for  grazing  and  will 
remain  so  under  almost  all  of  the  alternatives.  Reductions  in  grazing  would  generally 
benefit  biodiversity  values.  Although  Alternative  D  would  not  directly  reduce  the 
acreage  allocated  for  grazing,  it  would  apparently  reduce  negative  grazing  impacts  more 
quickly,  and  to  a  greater  extent,  than  the  preferred  alternative. 

Recommendation:  Adopt  Alternative  D  for  Rangeland/Grazing  Use. 

Riparian  habitats.  The  draft  EIS  indicates  that  more  than  half  of  riparian  habitats  in  the 
Andrews  Resource  Area  is  in  poor  or  fair  condition.  More  than  three-quarters  of  the 
other  two  resource  areas  have  not  been  evaluated.  Under  the  preferred  alternative, 
livestock  grazing  and  other  uses  that  affect  riparian  values  could  occur  if  they  allow 
progress  toward  attainment  of  state  water  quality  standards.  Under  Alternative  D, 
livestock  grazing  and  other  uses  that  affect  streams  would  be  allowed  only  if  they  would 
promote  or  have  no  effect  on  restoration  of  water  quality. 
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Alternative  D  clearly  establishes  a  higher  standard  for  maintenance  of  existing  uses,  and 
presumably  it  should  lead  to  more  rapid  recovery  of  riparian  habitats. 

Recommendation:  Adopt  Alternative  D  for  Water  Resources  and  Ripca’iarv'Wetlcmd 
Areas. 

Juniper  control  The  preferred  alternative  calls  for  treatment  to  control  juniper  on 
260,000  acres,  an  aggressive  program  that  would  require  extensive  use  of  prescribed  fire. 
Alternative  D  would  treat  175,000  acres,  relying  mostly  on  wildfire.  Old  growth  juniper 
stands  would  be  preserved  under  both  alternatives. 

Lower  livestock  grazing  levels  envisioned  under  Alternative  D  would  result  in  retention 
of  more  fine  fuels  (grasses  and  forbs),  which  would  allow  fire  to  control  juniper  through 
more  natural  processes.  Juniper  control  would  only  be  done  to  protect  or  enhance 
resource  values,  not  to  maintain  commodity  production.  Given  the  continuing  debate 
over  the  propriety  of  widespread  juniper  control  efforts,  Alternative  D  appears  to  be  a 
more  cautious  (and  reasonable)  approach. 

Recommendation:  Adopt  Alternative  D  for  Forests  and  Woodlands. 

Off-highway  vehicles.  The  preferred  alternative  would  leave  more  than  60  percent  of 
the  planning  area  (4,473,603  acres)  open  to  unlimited  vehicle  use.  Another  38  percent 
would  be  subject  to  some  restrictions.  Only  17,631  acres  would  be  closed  to  motorized 
vehicles. 

Under  Alternative  D,  almost  30  percent  of  the  planning  area  would  be  open  to 
unrestricted  vehicle  use  About  70  percent  would  be  restricted.  Alternative  D  clearly 
would  reduce  risks  to  biodiversity  values  associated  with  off-highway  vehicle  use. 

Recommendation:  Adopt  Alternative  D  for  Off-Highway  Vehicles. 


UNITED  STATES  ENVIRONMENTAL  PROTECTION  AGENCY 
REGION  10 

1 200  Sixth  Avenue 
Seattle,  Washington  98101 


Reply  To 

Attn  Of:  ECO-088 
Glenn  Patterson 

USDI  Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Bums  District  Office 
HC  74-12533  Highway  20  West 
Hines,  Oregon  97738 

Dear  Mr  Patterson 

The  EPA  has  completed  its  review  of  the  Draft  Southeastern  Oregon  Resource  Management 
Plan  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (EIS)  pursuant  to  our  responsibilities  and  authorities  under  the 
National  Environmental  Policy  Act  (NEPA)  and  Section  309  of  the  Clean  Air  Act  The  draft  EIS  ev  aluates 
five  alternatives  for  managing  resources  in  roughly  6  3  million  acres  administered  by  the  Bureau  of  Land 
Management  (BLM)  m  southeast  Oregon  and  identifies  Alternative  C  as  the  agency -preferred  alternative 

Based  on  our  review,  we  have  assigned  a  rating  of  EC-2  (Environmental  Concems-Insuffictent 
Information)  to  the  draft  EIS  This  rating,  and  a  summary  of  our  comments,  will  be  published  in  the  Federal 
Register  A  copy  of  the  rating  system  used  in  conducting  our  review  is  enclosed  for  your  reference 

Our  major  concerns  with  the  draft  Plan/ElS  arc  related  to  1)  the  lack  of  clarity  in  the  management 
direction  presented  in  the  Plan,  2)  the  absence  of  a  systematic  monitoring  strategy  for  evaluating  Plan 
effectiveness,  3)  the  lack  of  a  road  management  clement  in  the  Plan,  and  4)  the  need  for  further 
discussion/evaluation  of  the  proposed  strategics  for  juniper  management  and  the  use  of  nonnative  plant 
species.  We  recommend  that  these  issues  be  addressed  in  the  final  Pian/ElS 

Enclosed  please  find  our  detailed  comments,  which  elaborate  further  on  these  issues  as  well  as  other 
areas  of  concern  that  we  believe  need  to  be  addressed  in  the  final  EIS  We  are  interested  in  working  closely 
with  the  BLM  in  resolving  the  issues  we  have  identified  above  and  in  our  enclosed  comments  I  urge  you  to 
contact  Bill  Ryan  of  my  staff  at  your  earliest  opportunity  to  discuss  our  comments  and  how  they  might  best 
be  addressed  for  the  proposed  plan.  Bill  can  be  reached  at  (206)  553-8561 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  review  this  draft  EIS. 


Richard  B  Parkin,  Manager 
Geographic  Implementation  Unit 


MAR  I  7  1999 


Ref:  95-077-BLM 


pec£' 
^101*** 


Enclosures 

cc  Gary  Cooper,  BLM-Valc  District 

CA 

Letters  -  275 


BLM  SE  Oregon  Plan 


03/17/99 


3 


EPA  Comments  on  the 

Draft  Southeastern  Oregon  Resource  Management  Plan  (SEORMP) 
Environmental  Impact  Statement  (EIS) 

The  Plan  as  a  Comprehensive  Management  Tool 

Our  review  of  the  SEORMP  reveals  what  appears  to  be  a  very  fragmented,  and  unclear, 
management  approach  for  the  planning  area  The  plan  identifies  existing  or  yet  to  be  developed 
plans  that  would  be  used  to  manage  activities  m  the  Malheur,  Jordan,  and  Andrews  Resource 
Areas,  with  no  indication  of  how  they  relate  to,  or  are  consistent  with,  the  goals  and  objectives 
identified  in  the  proposed  Plan  For  example,  page  1-13  indicates  that  noxious  weeds  would  be 
managed  using  the  Northwest  Area  Noxious  Weed  Control  EIS  developed  in  1985,  yet  no 
information  is  provided  to  indicate  how  that  plan,  developed  14  years  ago,  is  consistent  with  the 
goals  and  objectives  of  the  SEORMP  Similarly,  the  draft  EIS  states  that  livestock  forage 
allocations  will  not  be  revised  by  the  SEORMP,  but  no  discussion  is  provided  indicating  whether 
or  not  the  present  allocations  are  consistent  with  the  goals  of  SEORMP  The  Plan  states  that  a 
road  management  plan  would  be  developed,  but  also  indicates  that  no  specific  transportation 
management  decisions  would  be  made  in  this  plan  (those  would  apparently  be  made  at  the  project 
planning  level) 

We  believe  that  the  SEORMP  (Plan),  as  the  overarching  management  direction  for  the 
Malheur,  Jordan,  and  Andrews  Resource  Areas,  is  intended  to  ensure  that  management  activities 
would  be  conducted  in  a  consistent  manner  for  the  entire  6  3  million  acre  planning  area 
Consequently,  we  believe  that  the  Plan  should  act  as  a  “road  map"  for  clearly  understanding  how 
resource  management  is  to  be  conducted  within  the  planning  area.  To  achieve  that  goal,  we 
recommend  that  the  Plan/EIS  be  revised  to 

•  Clearly  identify  (in  a  single  location)  all  plans  and  directives,  including  dates  of  issuance, 
currently  being  used  to  manage  resources/activities  within  the  planning  area 

•  Include  an  assessment/discussion  of  the  extent  to  which  current  management  activities  in 
the  planning  area  (as  defined  in  existing  plans  and  programs)  are  consistent  with  the 
proposed  Plan 

•  Include  clearly  defined  steps  (including  time  frames)  to  be  taken  to  ensure  that  current 
management  plans/activities  found  to  be  inconsistent  with  the  Plan  are  revised  to  comply 
with  the  direction  of  the  Plan 

We  believe  that  this  information  will  provide  the  public  and  the  decision  makers  with  a  clear 
understanding  of  where  current  management  direction  is  defined,  an  understanding  of  what 
direction  requires  revision,  and  a  clear  description  of  the  steps  required  to  ensure  that  all  existing 
direction  is  updated  to  be  consistent  with  the  direction  of  the  SEORMP  We  believe  that 
inclusion  of  this  information  in  the  Plan/EIS  will  make  the  Plan  a  more  meaningful  and  useful 
management  tool 

Monitoring  of  Plan  Goals  and  Objectives 

It  is  critical  that  a  management  plan  such  as  the  SEORMP  includes  clearly  defined  goals 
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Roads 

The  SEORMP  indicates  that  a  transportation  management  plan  would  be  developed  to 
address  impacts  associated  with  the  construction  and  use  of  roads,  yet  this  plan  would  make  no 
specific  transportation  management  decisions  Roads  are  significant  contributors  to  the 
degradation  of  the  ecosystem  as  they  result  in  negative  effects  on  hydrology,  sediment  delivery  to 
streams,  habitat  fragmentation,  water  quality  and  aquatic  habitat,  biodiversity,  and  predation  (to 
name  but  a  few)  Therefore,  we  see  the  management  of  the  roadway  system  within  the  SEORMP 
planning  area  is  a  critical  element  in  achieving  many  of  the  objectives  and  management  directives 
presented  in  Chapter  3  Without  an  analysis  of  future  road  management  practices,  we  find  it 
difficult  to  determine  the  overall  cumulative  consequences  of  implementing  the  proposed  Plan. 
Consequently,  we  recommend  that  transportation  planning  and  direction  be  included  in  the 
SEORMP,  along  with  an  evaluation  of  the  anticipated  consequences 

Relationship  of  Management  Directives  and  Analysis  Assumptions 

We  found  it  very  difficult  to  determine  the  specific  management  direction  that  would  be 
applied  to  the  planning  area  with  implementation  of  any  of  the  project  alternatives  Chapter  3 
presents  broad,  general  discussions  of  how  resources  are  to  be  managed,  with  little  specific 
direction  as  lo  how  this  would  be  accomplished  It  appears  that  the  assumptions  presented  in 
Chapter  4  for  assessing  the  impacts  of  each  alternative  represent  mote  specific  descriptions  of  the 
management  direction  Given  that  the  direction  presented  in  Chapter  3  defines  how  resources  are 
to  be  managed  in  the  project  area,  we  recommend  that  the  assumptions  presented  in  Chapter  4  be 
included  explicitly  into  the  Management  Directives  included  in  Chapter  3.  This  would  ensure  that 
the  assumptions  used  to  analyze  impacts  are  directly  linked  to  management  direction. 

Juniper  management,  grazing,  and  impacts 

The  proposed  Plan/EIS  indicates  that  western  juniper  woodlands  have  expanded  into  areas 
historically  occupied  by  shrub  steppe  communities  and  that  treatment  of  jumper  stands  would  be 
undertaken  to  restore  the  diversity  and  distribution  of  desirable  vegetation  communities 
Alternative  C  (the  preferred  alternative),  which  is  designed  to  “protect  natural  values  while 
providing  for  commodity  production,"  would  treat  up  to  260,000  acres  of  juniper  woodlands 
The  same  level  of  treatment  is  prescribed  for  Alternative  A,  which  is  intended  to  "emphasize 
commodity  production.”  It  is  not  clear,  based  on  the  very  general  discussion  of  the  management 
directives  presented  in  Chapter  3  of  the  Plan/EIS.  just  how  different  these  alternatives  are  with 
respect  to  jumper  management  and  rangeland/grazing  use  Chapter  4  indicates  that  the 
assumptions  used  in  evaluating  the  impacts  of  these  alternatives  vary  only  in  the  percentage  of 
acres  seeded  in  native  and  nonnative  plant  species  We  recommend  that  the  Plan/EIS  be  revised 
to  clearly  include  the  following: 

•  An  evaluation  of  ecological  impacts  of  removing  juniper  The  draft  Plan/EIS  presents 

little  discussion  of  the  plant  and  animal  communities  occupying  current  juniper  woodlands, 
or  the  impacts  to  those  communities  with  the  proposed  treatments  presented  in  the  Plan 
It  appears  that  juniper  treatments  would  result  in  increased  rangeland  within  the  planning 
area  The  Plan/EIS  should  discuss  whether  this  increase  in  rangeland  acres  would  result  in 
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(broad  statements  that  describe  desired  conditions  to  be  achieved  in  the  future),  objectives  (time- 
specific  statements  of  measurable  planned  results  that  respond  to  the  goals)  and  a  monitoring 
strategy  that  would  allow  for  meaningful  evaluation  of  the  relative  success  of  Plan  direction  in 
meeting  the  defined  goals  aqd  objectives  It  is  important  that  Plan-level  monitoring  be  designed  to 
ensure  that  information/data  directly  related  to  the  Plan  objectives  is  gathered  and  reported  in  a 
systematic  and  predictable  fashion.  This  would  include  evaluation  of  whether  management 
direction  presented  in  the  Plan  has  actually  been  implemented  (implementation  monitoring)  and 
the  effectiveness  of  the  management  direction  in  achieving  Plan  goals  and  objectives  (effectiveness 
monitoring)  A  monitoring  strategy  that  systematically  evaluates  and  reports  Plan  implementation 
and  effectiveness  is  critical  for  the  successful  use  of  the  proposed  adaptive  management  strategy 
for  the  planning  area.  *  ' 

We  are  concerned  that  the  monitoring  strategy  presented  in  Chapter  3  of  the  SEORMP 
does  not  ensure  that  information  directly  related  to  Plan  objectives  would  be  gathered  or  that  a 
systematic,  predictable  strategy  would  be  applied  for  the  entire  planning  area  Furthermore,  the 
proposed  Plan  does  not  indicate  how  results  from  the  various  monitoring  activities  would  be 
reported  to  allow  for  a  meaningful  evaluation  of  the  Plan  in  its  entirety  As  an  example,  page  3-74 
of  the  SEORMP  indicates  that  Objective  2  for  Forest  and  Woodlands  is  (in  part)  to  “restore  the 
productivity  and  biodiversity  in  juniper  and  quaking  aspen  woodland  areas  ”  For  that  objective, 
the  proposed  monitoring  approach  is  that  “an  interdisciplinary  team  would  develop  appropriate 
monitoring  on  a  case-by-case  basis  for  each  action  proposed  for  juniper  or  quaking  aspen 
management  "  This  approach  concerns  us  for  a  number  of  reasons  First,  it  fails  to  reflect  a 
strategy  for  evaluating  the  objective  on  a  planning  area-wide  basis.  The  Plan  contains  specific 
objectives  related  to  juniper  and  aspen  management  for  the  planning  area,  yet  proposes  no  Plan- 
level  evaluation  of  those  objectives  Second,  it  would  not  ensure  consistent  evaluation  of  the 
objective  as  each  interdisciplinary  team  could  conceivably  conduct  their  evaluations  in  different 
manners  Third,  the  monitoring  approach  is  neither  systematic  nor  predictable  Finally,  the 
approach  presents  no  clearly-defined  reporting  mechanism  to  be  used  to  evaluate  the 
implementation  and  effectiveness  at  the  Plan  level 

We  recommend  that  the  monitoring  component  of  the  Plan/EIS  be  revised  to  include  a 
systematic  monitoring  strategy,  applicable  to  the  entire  planning  area,  that  would  result  in  the 
predicable  collection  and  reporting  of  information  that  is  directly  related  to  Plan  goals  and 
objectives  Elements  that  we  believe  should  be  integrated  into  the  monitoring  strategy  include 

•  Plan  implementation  monitoring  dements  (how  well  is  the  Plan  being  implemented'’) 

Plan  effectiveness.  mnnifAnn%drjnftnrs. (fux. ohi/xiiKes, hwmj, met,  'wrh.  manaigtmfwr. 
directives9) 

•  Descriptions  of  the  systematic  monitoring  approach  to  be  applied  to  the  planning  area 
(how  frequently  and  where  would  monitoring  be  conducted9) 

Mechanisms  to  be  used  to  gather  information  (are  there  standard  operating  procedures 
that  would  be  applied  throughout  the  planning  area9) 

•  Mechanisms  for  reporting  monitoring  activities  and  evaluation  of  results  rdative  to  Plan 
goals  and  objectives  (will  there  be  an  annual  Plan-level  monitoring  report9) 
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increased  grazing  and  its  associated  environmental  impacts. 

The  Plan/EIS  should  include  a  clear  definition  of  what  an  old  growth  juniper  woodland  is 
composed  of,  along  with  a  map  depicting  the  locations  of  the  old  growth  woodlands  found 
within  the  planning  area 

Use  of  Nonnative  Plant  Species 

The  draft  SEORMP/E1S  indicates  that  management  of  rangeland  vegetation  would  include 
seedings  that  include  nonnative  plant  species  and  that  nonnative  species  may  be  used  when  better 
adapted  to  out-compete  established  annual  species.  We  believe  that  the  Plan/EIS  should  be 
revised  to  more  clearly  describe  the  rationale  for  using  normative  plant  species  and  the  ecological 
effects  associated  with  their  use  We  recommend  that  discussion  related  to  the  use  of  “desirable” 
normative  plant  species  be  revised  in  the  Plan/EIS  to  answer  the  following  questions 

WTiat  normative  species  would  be  introduced,  and  what  makes  them  “desirable9” 

What  native  species  would  be  displaced,  and  why  would  they  be  considered  less 
‘desirable”  than  the  introduced  nonnative  species? 

How  is  the  strategy  to  introduce  normative  species  consistent  with  the  Invasive  Species 
Executive  Order  issued  in  February  1999  (enclosed)? 

•  WTiat  are  the  impacts  of  nonnative  species  on  native  plant  communities,  wildlife,  and 
natural  ecosystem  processes9  To  what  extent  would  normative  species  out-compete  and 
replace  native  species? 

•  Are  the  normative  species  necessary  to  meet  specific  commodity/grazing  objectives?  If  so, 
why9  If  not,  why  is  their  use  necessary? 

303(d)  streams 

Table  2-10  of  the  draft  EIS  identifies  water  quality  limited  streams  (those  not  currently 
meeting  State  of  Oregon  Water  Quality’  Standards)  that  are  located  within  the  planning  area  In 
order  to  make  it  easier  for  reviewers  to  translate  this  information  to  the  planning  area,  we  suggest 
that  a  map  which  identifies  the  water  quality  limited  streams  be  included  in  the  final  Plan/EIS 

Wildland/Prescribed  Burning  and  Air  Quality 

We  recommend  that  the  Plan  be  revised  to  incorporate  the  direction  contained  in  EPA’s 
Interim  Air  Quality  Policy  on  Wildland  and  Prescribed  Fires,  issued  in  May  1998  This  policy, 
developed  in  consultation  with  the  U  S  Department  of  Intenor  and  other  affected  stakeholders  is 
intended  to  address  the  two  public  policy  goals  of  I )  allowing  fire  to  function  in  its  role  in 
maintaining  healthy  ecosystems  and  2)  protecting  public  health  and  welfare  by  mitigating  impacts 
from  air  pollutant  emissions 


A 

Letters  -  276 


☆  U.S.  GOVERNMENT  PRINTING  OFFICE:  2001  —  689-086  /  04045  Region  No.  10 


UNITED  STATES 

DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  INTERIOR 

BUREAU  OF  LAND  MANAGEMENT 

Vale  District  Office 
100  Oregon  Street 

Vale,  Oregon  97918 


OFFICIAL  BUSINESS 
PENALTY  FOR  PRIVATE  USE,  $300 


PRIORITY  MAIL 
POSTAGE  &  FEES  PAID 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Permit  No.  G-76 


